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Abstract 
 
Can I Do It? 
A Mixed Methods Study Exploring Leader Self-Efficacy During Career Transitions of 
United States Air Force Officers 
 
 
Sara Anne Reed, Ed.D. 
Drexel University, June 2016 
Chairperson: W. Edward Bureau 
Leadership is considered an imperative for the success of organizations, 
especially in increasingly dynamic and complex times (Day, 2000; Kotter, 2012).  
Developing leaders to enable the success of organizations has become an effort of 
strategic importance in many organizations.  Military services have a long history of 
striving for leader development, and the United States Air Force is no exception.  The 
current methods of leader development may challenge opportunities for growth in 
individual leader confidence, or leader self-efficacy, especially during career transition.  
To investigate this problem, the purpose of this mixed methods study was to explore the 
perceptions of U.S. Air Force officers of leader development experiences and to examine 
how these methods may affect leader self-efficacy, focusing on career transitioning to the 
civilian sector.  This mixed methods study was based on a conceptual framework with 
three main streams: leader development, self-efficacy, and leader identity and sought to 
answer three main research questions to investigate leader self-efficacy of officers in 
transition and to explore their perceptions.  
1. Using the lens of leader self-efficacy, how confident do U.S. Air Force officers 
describe themselves as being to lead in the civilian job market? 
2. How do officers describe the value of the United States Air Force’s leadership 
development program(s) in preparing them for civilian leadership positions? 
3. How does an individual leader’s self-efficacy score relate with the leader 
development described while serving in the U.S. Air Force? 
The eight-week study consisted of a quantitative portion, which was an online 
survey, including a 22-question Leader Efficacy Questionnaire and questions on 
demographics and leadership development activity completion, and a qualitative portion 
involving semi-structured interviews.  The analysis of the quantitative portion indicated 
differences were not significant between (a) gender (p = .10).  Differences were 
significant between (a) years of service (p = .03), (b) rank (p = .04), and (c) highest level 
of professional military education completed (p = .03).  However, the differences were 
not significant between (a) commissioning sources (p = .57) and (b) education (p = .54).  
Six findings emerged from the study: (a) confidence looks different, (b) perceptions of 
leading in the civilian sector affect confidence, (c) formal courses are not considered 
significant in building confidence, (d) informal opportunities are highly valued, (e) 
learning from experience, and (f) leader development activities affect leader self-efficacy.  
  xi 
Finally, the study resulted in recommendations for four populations: (a) U.S. Air Force 
officers, (b) U.S. Air Force educators, (c) U.S. Air Force supervisors, and (d) transition 
counselors.   
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Research 
The Air Force develops leaders.  Leadership is a skill that we learn, develop, and 
practice; it is not necessarily inherited or ingrained in our DNA. (Miner, 2011a, p. 
iii) 
 
Introduction to the Problem 
Air Force Doctrine Document 1-1 defines leadership as, “The art and science of 
motivating, influencing, and directing Airmen to understand and accomplish the Air 
Force mission” (Miner, 2011a, p. 86).  The document explains that it is the responsibility 
of current leaders to build future leaders.  With a total population of over 307,000 active 
duty service members, 60,000 of which are officers, and an additional 170,000 Reserve 
and National Guard service members, individual leader development could be considered 
a daunting task (Air Force Personnel Center, 2015).  Leader and leadership development 
is based on a core set of principles, as outlined in doctrine, and is often left to the officer 
and his or her supervisor to conduct development outside the required professional 
military education (Miner, 2011a).  As a result, the current approach to leadership 
development may limit a leader’s opportunity to develop leader self-efficacy, especially 
when career transitioning.   
With over 60,000 active duty officers to develop, the U.S. Air Force offers 
leadership development in support of a standard set of practices or “one-size-fits-all” 
model (Air Force Personnel Center, 2015).  This approach may limit the growth of leader 
self.  With the ending of operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, larger numbers of veterans 
are returning to school or to the workforce, creating a compelling need for confidence in 
the transition.  An estimated 1,700–2,000 officers transition out of the U.S. Air Force 
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each year (Air Force Personnel Center, 2016).  Additionally, estimates of 
unemployment for veterans have been stated to range from 4.7% to up to 25% (Loughran, 
2014; Veteran Benefits Administration, 2015).  Researchers also acknowledge that, in 
parallel with the high number of veterans and their unemployment, there is a period of 
significant adjustment for veterans when transitioning from military to civilian life 
(Rausch, 2014).   
Perhaps most relevant to this research is that total cuts of enlisted and officers are 
estimated at 18,700 during fiscal year 2015, in addition to reductions during fiscal year 
2014.  Many U.S. Air Force officers face force reductions (Losey, 2014).  The 
combination of the increased number of veterans, high unemployment in those 
transitioning, and likelihood of additional force reductions creates a case for exploration 
of leader self-efficacy during military to civilian transition for U.S. Air Force officers.       
Additionally, within the research community, the topic of career transitions, 
particularly focusing on leadership elements, has not been researched.  Within the 
literature on military members, there has been an increased focus on transition of military 
members to higher education, but little research has been conducted about career 
transitions.   
This mixed methods study sought to examine U.S. Air Force officer leader self-
efficacy through the utilization of a published leader self-efficacy survey and to explore 
the phenomenon of leader self-efficacy through their stories in qualitative interviews.  
When exploring this topic, the stories leaders share may add a depth of understanding to 
the development of leader self-efficacy in U.S. Air Force officers that supports career 
transitions to civilian roles.   
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Statement of the Problem to Be Researched 
Within the United States Air Force, how leaders are developed may affect leader 
self-efficacy in U.S. Air Force officers and their confidence while career transitioning 
into the civilian sector.    
Purpose and Significance of the Problem 
The purpose of this mixed methods study was to explore the perceptions of U.S. 
Air Force officers regarding how they were developed as leaders and to examine how 
these experiences may affect leader self-efficacy, focusing on career transitioning to the 
civilian sector.  Leader and leadership development are frequently used interchangeably 
in literature and society.  However, some researchers suggest that leader development is 
focused on the individual and that leadership development is focused on social capital 
within an organization (Day, 2000; Van Velsor, McCauley, & Ruderman, 2010).  This 
study focused on individual leader development; however, the terms leader and 
leadership development are used interchangeably and are meant to represent the growth 
of an individual.  Both leader and leadership development have a variety of definitions 
(Day, 2000; McCauley et al., 2010).  McCauley et al. (2010) defined leader development 
as, “the expansion of a person’s capacity to be effective in leadership roles and 
processes” (p. 2), while Day (2000) defined leader development as, “expanding the 
collective capacity of organizational members to engage effectively in leadership roles 
and processes” (p. 582).  Overall, the literature points to the value and need for this 
development (Day, 2000; McCauley et al., 2010) and suggests it may progress over time, 
including lifelong learning, depending on the leader (Day, Harrison, & Halpin, 2009; 
Lord & Hall, 2005).   
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Leader development is both formal and informal in the U.S. Air Force and is 
based on a set of principles and expected milestones in officer and enlisted development.  
By doctrine, U.S. Air Force leadership is broken into what is described as “enduring 
leadership principles” in three main areas: (a) personal, (b) people/team, and (c) 
organizational.  Within these categories, there are additional competencies and sub-
competencies, including communicating, leading people, and strategic thinking (Miner, 
2011a).  The previous Chief of Staff of the Air Force clarified expectations for U.S. Air 
Force leadership development, specifying the expectation that the development will result 
in leaders who can lead “at all levels anywhere, anytime” (Air Force Doctrine Document 
1-1, 2004, p. iii).  This study considers “at all levels, anywhere, anytime” as beyond 
responsibilities within official roles of the U.S. Air Force and extending to leading in 
civilian organizations and roles. 
Air Force Instruction 36-201, Developmental Education notes that professional 
development milestones are based on rank and are tied to promotion eligibility, not 
necessarily leadership capacity or experience of the individual (Miner, 2011b).  For 
example, an officer with four to six years of military service is expected to complete 
Squadron Officer School, regardless of leadership experiences, and is neither accelerated 
nor delayed based on actual leadership experiences.  Additionally, formal leadership 
development training is frequently embedded within courses such as Squadron Officer 
School (Captain/junior officer) and Air War College (Lieutenant Colonel/mid-late career 
officer).  
Following initial officer training, commonly referred to as commissioning, unless 
selected for a competitive leadership position, such as commander, formal leadership 
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training consists of only three courses during a 20-year career.  Therefore, much of 
leader development is informally delivered, contingent on supervisors or others being 
interested and engaged in developing leaders within their organization.  For example, a 
developing U.S. Air Force officer might work for a supervisor who meets regularly with 
him or her to discuss situations and who coaches him or her through challenging 
situations.  Another leader may not ever meet with his or her supervisor, and skills 
development is minimal.  While the doctrine provides a list of desired leader 
competencies, officers may be required to interpret how to develop these desired 
competencies on an individual basis.  Minimal research has been conducted around 
leader self-efficacy of U.S. Air Force officers (Scherer, 2014).   
As explained previously, Air Force Doctrine Document 1-1, Leadership and 
Force Management (Miner, 2011a) suggests leadership is developed and attempts to 
provide a template for this development; their “one-size-fits-all” model may actually 
hinder a U.S. Air Force officer’s ability to develop confidence in his or her leadership 
skills.  Hall (2004) argued that leadership is “largely personal development” (p. 154), and 
other research supports the need for leader development as an individualized process 
(Day, 2000; Day et al., 2009).   
The current study focused on the leader self-efficacy of officers in the process of 
transitioning out of the U.S. Air Force.  Leader self-efficacy has been defined as a 
leader’s confidence or belief in their ability to be effective executing leadership behavior 
(Paglis, 2010) or their likelihood of being successful when engaging in the process of 
leadership (Hannah, Avolio, Luthans, & Harms, 2008).  This study sought to understand 
if the leader development practices outlined above as a part of professional military 
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education are sufficient for the development of leader self-efficacy that supports officers 
beyond their tenure in the U.S. Air Force.   
There is a lack of research in the area of leader self-efficacy development within 
the military.  Additionally, there is a lack of research in the area of military leader 
transitions, especially of those officers who do not reach the rank of Colonel, commonly 
referred to as “senior leader.”  The findings from researching transition through a lens of 
leader self-efficacy may inform U.S. Air Force training and development professionals, 
enabling them to utilize the information in how they design leader development 
curriculum and opportunities.  Professionals who provide transition assistance to Air 
Force officers preparing for civilian positions may better understand the potential 
successes or challenges related to leader self-efficacy during the transition.  Finally, the 
results of the research could help transitioning officers facilitate their own leader 
development. 
The U.S. Air Force may not develop leader self-efficacy for officers, including in 
career transition.  The current process of formal leader development is embedded within 
the initial leader development experience, commonly referred to as the commissioning 
source, and three courses over a career.  These processes may not facilitate the 
development of leader self-efficacy (confidence in leading) of U.S. Air Force officers in 
the civilian sector. 
Research Questions 
This study sought to answer three research questions on leader development of 
officers who have served in the United States Air Force and to understand how such 
leader development supports their transition to civilian leadership roles.   
  
7 
1. Using the lens of leader self-efficacy, how confident do U.S. Air Force officers 
describe themselves as being to lead in the civilian job market? 
2. How do officers describe the value of the United States Air Force’s leadership 
development program(s) in preparing them for civilian leadership positions? 
3. How does an individual leader’s self-efficacy score relate with the leader 
development described while serving in the U.S. Air Force? 
Conceptual Framework 
The conceptual framework is framed by two key elements—researcher 
stances/personal journey and a research framework.   
Researcher Stances 
When considering my research methodologies, it is important to acknowledge that 
my beliefs are informed by a blend of realism and social constructivism, with a belief in 
the complexity of views and exploring for meaning.  While some purists may believe I 
need to choose between these paradigms, instead I adopt a pragmatic belief that aligns 
with the belief that I do not need to select a single epistemological belief, seeking to leave 
space for the potential tensions that may have arisen throughout my study.  Additionally, 
the culture of the U.S. Air Force tends toward post-positivism and may more readily 
accept a study that incorporates a quantitative approach, which influenced my decision to 
take a mixed-methods approach to the study.  With a partial goal of the study to inform 
decision makers, it is important to acknowledge the post-positivist element of this study.   
As a believer that much of research generates from an autobiographical element, 
my personal journey is the next step in discovering the context of the study.  I am a U.S. 
Air Force officer with over 14 years of experience, active and reserve service.  My 
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interest and passion for leader and leadership development began 18 years ago, when I 
started as a cadet in Air Force Reserve Officer Training Corps (ROTC) at the University 
of Minnesota, Twin Cities.  Outside the traditional leader development provided through 
the ROTC program, I studied leadership through a social change model in an 
undergraduate program, which focused heavily on self-awareness, journaling, and self-
reflection.  I learned additional theoretical frameworks while completing my graduate 
work and have continued self-study.  Outside of my educational experiences during my 
14 years of service, U.S. Air Force also provided me an opportunity to lead in a variety of 
capacities, including in the building of a new organization, observing senior leaders and 
their decision making in a deployed environment, leading in multinational locations, and 
leading teams through high-stress situations, such as a hostage rescue and support 
following the Haiti 2010 earthquake.  As a civilian, I have lead teams to provide a variety 
of support within a higher education setting, currently leading a team of almost 80 to 
support over 7,000 students, staff, and faculty at a diverse research institution.  
Through these experiences, my personal leadership development has included 
numerous opportunities to consider my values, my beliefs, and other exercises in 
enhancing self-awareness and influenced my self-confidence in my ability to lead outside 
the U.S. Air Force.  Finally, the leader development path I have followed is something, in 
my opinion, that well supported my transition from military service to civilian career.  
That said, when making my own transition, I faced doubts about whether my U.S. Air 
Force leadership experience and training would be suitable to help me lead a civilian 
organization.  It is this personal journey that influenced my interest in this topic.  
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Research Framework 
Three streams of theory, research, and practice are the basis for the research 
framework for this study: leader development, leader self-efficacy, and leader self-
identity, and transition.  Figure 1 depicts the concepts of the U.S. Air Force officer within 
the areas of leader development, leader self-efficacy, and identity utilizing black and 
white to signify the U.S. Air Force as the officer’s main experience in leadership.  The 
graphic representation indicates an individual’s transition from U.S. Air Force officer to 
leader within the civilian sector, with the change in context depicted in multicolor to 
signify the diverse leadership career opportunities in the civilian sector.  The arrow in the 
center signifies the transition process itself.   
 
 
Figure 1.  Conceptual framework. 
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Leader development.  The first element of the research framework is an 
exploration of leader and leadership development and includes consideration of the tools 
utilized to facilitate the development.  Leader and leadership development are highly 
researched topics, especially as related to the difference between management training 
and leadership development.  An important consideration when researching leadership 
development is that a validated and general framework does not exist (Avolio & Hannah, 
2008; Day, 2000; Lord & Hall, 2005).  Additionally, some research has suggested phased 
development of leaders.  Lord and Hall (2015) defined the three phases of leader 
development as novice, intermediate, and expert, with each phase being linked to the 
development of leader self-efficacy and different levels of leader identity.   
Many leadership development programs focus on building and utilizing 
interpersonal skills (Day, 2000).  Leader development tools vary and can include a 
number of activities.  Day (2000) outlined six core activities that are reflected in much of 
the existing literature: 360-degree feedback, coaching, mentoring, networking, job 
assignments, and action learning.  Chapter 2 reviews the literature in more depth and 
focuses on those elements of leader development that empirical research has indicated as 
having a potential relationship with growth in leader identity and or leader self-efficacy.   
Self-Efficacy.  The second area for the research framework is self-efficacy, 
specifically leader self-efficacy.  The work of Bandura (1977) is foundational to self-
efficacy and the basis for current leader self-efficacy theory.  Bandura (1977) defined an 
efficacy expectation as, “the conviction that one can successfully execute the behavior 
required to produce the outcomes” (p. 193).  He represented that self-efficacy is based on 
four different types of information—performance accomplishments, vicarious 
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experience, verbal persuasion, and physiological states—and suggested that self-
efficacy has been tied to an increase of effort and continued desire for achievement 
(Bandura, 1977).  
Hannah et al. (2008) defined leader self-efficacy as leaders’ “beliefs in their 
perceived capabilities to organize the positive psychological capabilities, motivations, 
means, collective resources, and courses of action required to attain effective, sustainable 
performance across their various leadership roles, demands, and contexts” (p. 670).  U.S. 
Air Force non-senior officers transitioning careers may need high leader self-efficacy to 
successfully gain a leadership position within a civilian organization.  
Identity and transition.  The third area for the conceptual framework is leader 
identity and transition, and is reviewed through the lens of leader identity (DeRue & 
Ashford, 2010; Hall, 2004) and Schlossberg’s (2011) career transition model.  Hall 
(2004) suggested, “A strong sense of identity is a prerequisite for pursuing a successful 
leadership career” (p. 155).  Additionally, Day and Lance (2004) wrote that as a leader’s 
sub-identity becomes more complex, it also grows and becomes more differentiated.  It is 
significant to note that Munusamy, Ruderman, and Eckert (2010) argued, “Forging a 
leader identity is a complex process involving a deep understanding of self” (p. 148).  
DeRue and Ashford (2010) highlighted that leader identity development goes beyond 
personal identity; it is also socially constructed as well as related to follower identity 
(e.g., one’s leader identity also means another has a follower identity).  They furthered 
their argument to suggest, “Leader identity is both a precursor and motivator of 
leadership development” (Ashford & DeRue, 2012, p. 147).  Others extended these ideas 
by suggesting that leader identity may extend to the collective (Day & Harrison, 2007).  
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Day and Harrison (2007) argued, “Identity is important for leaders because it grounds 
them in understanding who they are, their major goals and objectives, and their personal 
strengths and limitations” (p. 365).  During a career transition, one’s leader identity may 
be challenged.  The potential impacts of transition on leader identity are explored through 
the work of Schlossberg (2011); and transition is discussed using Schlossberg’s “4S” 
approach: situation, self, support, and strategies.  This model guided the researcher to 
consider the variables that may affect perception of transition readiness, including the 
expected and unexpected (Schlossberg, 1981).   
Exploring the literature, two gaps appeared: the lack of research on 
leader/manager transition and also the lack of research on military career transitions.  
Little research is currently available on military career transitions, with leadership 
transitions focusing on senior leaders (Baruch & Quick, 2007).  The research stance, the 
author’s personal journey, and the three streams represented in the conceptual framework 
create this researcher’s framework.  The selection of a mixed-methods study, which 
sought to explore U.S. Air Force officer perceptions of confidence in leader transition, 
was based on three streams of literature: leader development, leader self-efficacy, and 
identity and transition.   
Definition of Terms 
A.F. Guard 
For purposes of this paper, the recognized term by the joint community will be 
utilized (see Reserve Component).   
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Active Duty 
Full-time duty in the active military service of the United States, including active 
duty or full-time training duty in the Reserve Component (Joint Publication [JP1-
02], 2014, p. 2). 
Air Force (also U.S. Air Force) 
“A branch of the Armed Forces, established by act of Congress” (Joint 
Publication [JP1], 2013, p. GL 11).  Within the context of this study, the term is 
inclusive of active, reserve, and guard components.  
By Correspondence 
A method of completing formal professional military education, typically 
conducted via distance learning and intended if someone is unable to attend in 
residence (Miner, 2011b).   
Doctrine 
“Fundamental principles by which the military forces or elements thereof guide 
their actions in support of national objectives.  It is authoritative but requires 
judgment in application” (JP1-02, 2014, p. 1) 
In Residence 
The preferred method to completed professional military education with others at 
an on-ground site, also referred to as “by seminar” (Miner, 2011b) 
Leadership development 
“expanding the collective capacity of organizational members to engage 
effectively in leadership roles and processes” (Day, 2000, p. 582) 
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Leader Identity 
“The sub-component of one’s identity that relates to being a leader or how one 
thinks of oneself as a leader” (Day & Harrison, 2007, p. 365) 
Professional Military Education (PME) 
The commonly used term to reference developmental opportunities within the 
United States Air Force 
Reserve Component 
“Members of the uniformed services who are not in active service but who are 
subject to call to active duty” (JP1-02, 2014, p. 218), includes National Guard.  
Self-Efficacy 
The belief that “one can successfully execute the behavior required to produce the 
outcomes” (Bandura, 1977, p. 193) 
Senior Leader 
Commonly-utilized term when referring to military officers in the grade of O-6 or 
higher (Colonel, Captain [Navy], Generals, and Admirals) 
Assumptions and Limitations 
Assumptions and limitations could impact the research but are surfaced here as 
areas to be aware of in conducting the study.  
Assumptions 
The researcher began this study drawing from over 18 years of experience with 
leader and leadership development in the U.S. Air Force.  A number of assumptions 
needed to be acknowledged regarding this research study.  One key assumption was that 
leadership skills can be developed and a U.S. Air Force officer will have been developed 
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as a leader during his or her tenure.  Linked to that first assumption is a belief that each 
leader has an individual leadership development journey.  As well, it was assumed that 
leader self-efficacy will support a career transition from military leadership roles to 
civilian leadership roles.  The U.S. Air Force seeks to develop leaders not only for its 
own operations, but also for successful transition in civilian society.  Assumed was that a 
significant portion of U.S. Air Force officers who are transitioning to civilian life desire 
leadership positions.  With regard to the research process, it was assumed that the study 
would draw participants and U.S. Air Force officers would be truthful in their responses 
to the questions.  
Limitations 
Three limitations for this study related to: (a) sample size, (b) limited validity for 
the leader self-efficacy assessment tool, and (c) limited existing research on military non-
senior leader transition.  First, due to both the size of the U.S. Air Force and the time 
limitations of the study, the sample size may be limited.  Second, due to leader self-
efficacy being a newer stream of efficacy theory, the ability to measure it may limit the 
study.  
Summary 
Within the U.S. Air Force, leader development methods may not support growth 
of leader self-efficacy in careers transitioning outside of the service.  The U.S. Air Force 
invests in professional development of its officers, including leader and leadership 
development.  However, the current methods may limit the ability of U.S. Air Force 
officers to develop individual leader self-efficacy, resulting in difficulty in transitioning 
to a civilian career.  With the increased number of veterans since September 11, 2001, 
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and the recent force fluctuations, exploring leader self-efficacy is relevant and timely 
for practitioners and U.S. Air Force officers.  The problem was explored utilizing a 
conceptual framework including three main streams—leader development, leader self-
efficacy, and leader self-identity and transition theory—and using a mixed methods 
research study.   
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
Introduction to Chapter 2 
Within the United States Air Force, how leaders are developed may affect leader 
self-efficacy in U.S. Air Force officers and their confidence, especially while career 
transitioning into the civilian sector.  To explore how U.S. Air Force officers are 
developed as leaders, three key areas are discussed within the literature review: 
leadership development, leader self-efficacy and identity and transition.  Figure 2 
illustrates the conceptual framework.  The framework shows the U.S. Air Force officer 
within the U.S. Air Force environment going through a transition to become a leader in 
the civilian sector, depicted in multiple colors because of the numerous opportunities to 
lead within the civilian sector.    
 
 
Figure 2. Conceptual framework. 
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Literature Review 
Leader Development 
Leaders within organizations are commonly considered significant; however, 
literature discusses the challenges with the development of leaders.  Mumford, Marks, 
Connelly, Zaccaro, and Reiter-Palmon (2000) remarked, “Leaders, no matter how gifted, 
initially enter organizations as novices” (p. 89), and others argue the importance for all 
leaders to continue to develop in the changing dynamics of the global environment (Day 
et al., 2009).  Leader and leadership development have been studied for a number of 
years and, over time, leadership development has been looked at more broadly across the 
range of an organization (Day, 2000; Day et al., 2009).  For simplicity and for the 
purpose of this dissertation, “leader development” and “leadership development” are 
utilized interchangeably.  Leader development is broken into a number of areas: leader 
development theory; leader development methods, focusing on four leader development 
experiences that research indicates may develop leader self-efficacy; and finally, military 
leader development.  
Leader development theory.  In reference to leader development, Day et al. 
(2009) stated, “Without theory, there is no touchstone for making informed, scientifically 
grounded decisions” (loc. 130); however, the literature often points to the lack of an 
agreement on the “best” or most “effective” leadership theory (Day, 2000; Day et al., 
2009; Mumford et al., 2000).  There are a number of leadership development theories 
throughout the literature.  Discussed here are the full-range leadership development 
model and the integrative leader development model.     
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Avolio (2004) defined full-range leadership development as, “a comprehensive 
life-span process that involves the accumulation of unstructured and structured 
experiences and their impact on the maturation of both leaders and followers” (pp. 71-
72).  Antonakis, Avolio, and Sivasubranamium (2003) conducted a number of studies 
utilizing approximately 3,000 male and female leaders who were rated by same-gender 
leaders collected over five years.  Their study utilized the Multifactor Leadership 
Questionnaire (MLQ) and discussed the “full-range leadership theory” (FRLT) proposed 
by Bass and Avolio, and the results demonstrated validity in the MLQ (Form 5X) 
(Antonakis et al., 2003).  FRLT includes three leadership styles, transformational, 
transactional, and laissez-faire, and the MLQ is most frequently used to measure the 
factors of each style.  While the MLQ has been the most utilized tool to measure a leader 
in relation to FRLT, some argue it is not as “full-range” as leadership theories are today 
(Avolio, 2004).  Michel, Lyons, and Cho (2011) conducted a field study with almost 800 
individuals, including subordinates, managers, and bosses, and the results indicated that 
Yukl’s Managerial Practices Survey (MPS) may be a better tool due to its ability to more 
effectively capture the relationship aspect of leadership.  Yukl’s MPS instrument is based 
on four managerial practices that Yukl identified: clarifying, supporting, inspiring, and 
team building (Tracey & Hinkin, 1998).   
Avolio (2007) argued that leadership theories need a more integrative approach, 
especially as the research of leaders and leadership development becomes more strategic.  
The integrative leader development model was proposed by Day et al. (2009) and was 
based on research done within the U.S. Army.  “The theory provides the framework of an 
integrative perspective on lifelong leader development that sets a foundation for the 
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approach taken by many organizations to develop individual leader competencies” 
(Day et al., 2009, p. 172).  This perspective considers leader development as a lifelong 
endeavor and focuses on the processes of adult development, identity development, and 
self-regulation (Day et al., 2009).  The integrative model of leader development also 
encompasses an expectation of development through practice as well as growth over time 
as a leader and the development of a leader identity.  Leader identity is discussed more in 
depth in the third stream.  The lifelong perspective of leader development is expressed 
across many leader development models (Avolio, 2004; Day et al., 2009; Van Velsor & 
Drath, 2004).   
Leader development methods.  Leader development methods vary and include a 
number of activities.  Day, Zaccaro, and Halpin (2004) explained there are three main 
mechanisms to facilitate leader development: formal instruction, work assignments, and 
self-directed learning.  On the other hand, Day (2000) outlined six core activities that are 
reflected throughout the literature: 360-degree feedback, coaching, mentoring, networking, 
job assignments, and action learning.  Machida and Schaubroeck (2011) considered leader 
development through the lens of developmental experiences, specifically feedback, 
challenge, and support.  A multitude of leader development tools and experiences have 
presented throughout the literature.  For the purposes of this research study, four main 
areas were selected as developmental experiences positively linked to development of 
leader self-efficacy.  
An important note is that in the research literature on leader and leadership 
development, the opinions vary regarding a difference between management training and 
leadership development (Day, 2000; Day et al., 2004; Day et al., 2009).  Day (2000) 
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explained the difference between management training (knowledge, skills, and 
abilities) and leadership development (expanding the capacity of individuals within an 
organization); however, in a consideration of leader self-efficacy later in this paper, 
others chose not to distinguish between them (Hannah et al., 2008).  This literature 
review is focused on four leadership development tools: feedback, self-awareness, self-
reflection, and mentoring. 
Limitations around leader development are important to acknowledge.  First, 
much research and debate exist on the role of organization in leadership development 
(Day, Fleenor, Atwater, Sturm, & McKee, 2014; Mumford et al., 2000).  Second, 
longitudinal studies on the time it takes to gain experience are limited (Day et al., 2014).  
Finally, it can be difficult to measure the effectiveness of leader development programs 
due to the time lag that may occur between learning and behavior change (Gentry & 
Martineau, 2010; Hirst, Mann, Bain, Pirola-Merla, & Richter, 2004).   
Feedback.  Multisource, multirater, or 360-degree feedback is frequently discussed 
as a leader development tool and tied to development of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977).  
Day (2000) attributed the growing popularity of this practice to “a deeper appreciation for 
the business necessity of self-understanding” (p. 589), and Solansky (2010) explained that 
many leadership development programs focus on self-assessments.  Such feedback as 360-
degree feedback can facilitate leader development.  Multisource feedback is an exercise in 
which feedback is collected from two or more individuals and is typically focused on 
managers but is spreading throughout organizations (Greguras, Ford, & Brutus, 2003).   
Greguras et al. (2003) explained there are two implicit assumptions about 
multisource feedback: “(1) different rater sources provide different information; and (2) 
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rates attend to the performance information from each rater source” (p. 346).  
Multisource feedback has been positively linked to enhancement of awareness of the 
complexity of a position and helps identify “self-other” discrepancies (Atwater, 
Waldman, & Brett, 2002; Day 2000).  The research discussion of Atwater et al. (2010) 
included the response to “self-other” discrepancies (not shown as positive), 
organizational cynicism (indicates less likelihood of improved performance because of 
lack of belief in the organization), follow-up after feedback (studies indicated that follow-
up was necessary for a change in behavior), and attitudes and reactions toward feedback 
process (how someone views the process affects their receptiveness to the results).  There 
are important considerations when including multisource feedback in a leadership 
development program.  For example, it is important to ensure a number of aspects, 
including employee preparedness, timing and methods of feedback and post-feedback 
delivery, employee openness to feedback, and integration of the mechanism into the 
organizational system (Atwater et al., 2002; Day, 2000; Day et al., 2014).  Through a 
case study, multi-source feedback was positively linked to promoting reflection, action, 
growth, and leadership self-efficacy (McDaniel & DiBella-McCarthy, 2011).  
Additionally, another study of MBA students indicated that specific feedback, as opposed 
to general feedback, raises leader self-efficacy (Maxwell, 2005).   
However, multisource or 360-degree feedback as a leader development tool also 
has a number of limitations, including limited research on which feedback is generally 
considered most useful for leader development (Greguras et al., 2003) and the lack of 
guidance on how to improve or change behaviors to receive positive feedback (Day, 
2000).  Chappellow (2010) highlighted eight common negative practices related to 360-
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degree feedback: unclear purpose, dumbing it down, project bloat, no support from 
senior executives, misreading the organization’s readiness, growing your own, poor 
communication, and confusing assessment with development.  The U.S. Air Force does 
not currently use 360-degree feedback as a standard practice, though a 2012 study 
recommended it become a part of general officer (also known as senior leader) 
development (Currie, Conway, Johnson, Landry, & Lowther, 2012).    
Self-Awareness.  The importance of self-awareness is highlighted throughout the 
literature on leadership and leader development.  Self-awareness is one of the five 
components of emotional intelligence, which is highlighted throughout literature as a 
significant competency of leaders (Goleman, Boyatzis, & McKee, 2002).  Day et al. 
(2014) argued, “One of the fundamental components of effective leadership is self-
awareness or self-understanding” (p. 71).  Hall (2004) defined self-awareness as, “the 
extent to which people are conscious of various aspects of their identities and the extent to 
which their self-perceptions are internally integrated and congruent with the way others 
perceive them” (p. 154).  Goleman et al (2002) explained, “self-awareness means having a 
deep understanding of one’s emotions, as well as one’s strengths and limitations and one’s 
values and motives” (p. 40).  Day (2000) explained the importance of self-awareness in 
leader development, and McCarthy and Garavan (2001) explained that as self-awareness 
develops, it has been positively associated with leader effectiveness.  Research also 
indicates that self-awareness is attributed to increased leader self-efficacy (McDaniel & 
DiBella-McCarthy, 2011).   
A study of 34 nurses who completed a leader development program indicated that 
self-awareness was raised through the use of journaling and resulted in increased self-
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regulation of managing one’s emotions and being emotionally aware of others and an 
overall increased value of diversity in thought (Vitello-Cicciu, Weatherford, Gemme, 
Glass, & Seymour-Route, 2014).  Limitations to this study include the small sample size 
and research being conducted with a single group.  Higgs and Rowland (2010) conducted 
a study focused on change leadership, exploring 33 leaders in organizations experiencing 
change.  The results of their research indicated leaders who exhibited four key leadership 
behaviors successfully were those who also had a high level of self-awareness.  Self-
awareness was exhibited through leaders’ “continual tendency to reflect on their practice.  
They noticed their impulses, were aware of their struggles, and reflected on what they 
could have done differently” (p. 382).  The role of reflection in leader development is 
discussed in the next stream.  However, an important limitation to consider is that gaining 
self-awareness is not a simple process.  Hall (2004) identified a difficult aspect of 
assessing self-awareness for leaders, specifically that “Self-awareness is a ‘messy’ 
variable to operationalize” (p. 171, emphasis in original) and how quickly self-awareness 
changes can occur.      
Reflection.  Another method to facilitate leader development is reflection.  
Reflective practice is considered important for self-discovery, including the process of 
challenging one’s assumptions and beliefs (Peltier, Hay, & Drago, 2005).  Yanow and 
Tsoukas (2009) added that it is important for reflective practitioners to practice inquiry, 
rather than focus on positional authority.  Kember et al. (2000) provided a continuum of 
reflective learning with four elements: habitual action, understanding, reflection, and 
critical reflection.  By utilizing critical reflection, an individual examines his or her social 
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and power relationships with a goal of helping individuals solve problems within an 
organization (Reynolds, 1998).   
A benefit of reflection, and specifically critical reflection and double-loop 
learning, is the focus on purpose through questions that challenge assumptions, concealed 
interests, and norms (Argyris, 1977; Reynolds, 1998; Scott, 2010).  Reflection is a tool for 
managers and leaders that can be utilized but can require a leader to remain open to 
surprise (Schön, 1983).  Matsuo (2012) conducted an exploratory study of 13 mid-level 
managers, looking at the use of reflection practice as a manager.  The results indicated 
value in the facilitation of reflective practice for both the organization and managers.  
Finally, within a program at a New Zealand-based leader development program, a 
narrative study indicated critical reflection being significant in leader identity creation 
(Carroll & Levy, 2010).  Leader identity is discussed more in depth within the third 
stream.  It is important to note that Peltier et al. (2005) observed a lack of empirical 
research on reflective practice, which they attributed to the lack of clarity on the theory of 
reflection.     
Mentoring.  The final area of discussion is mentoring as a leader development 
experience.  The U.S. Air Force considers mentoring, “an essential ingredient in 
developing well-rounded, professional, and competent future leaders” (Air Force Manual, 
2013, p. 3).  Mentoring can be defined in different ways and be provided in a number of 
different methods.  The U.S. Air Force defines mentoring as, “a relationship in which a 
person with greater experience and wisdom guides another person to develop both 
personally and professionally” (Air Force Manual, 2013, p. 3).  Others define mentoring 
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more broadly, including peer mentoring, co-mentoring, and reverse mentoring as 
potential options for development, both personally and professionally (Kram & Isabella, 
1985).      
Mentoring relationships have been shown to have two main components: 
psychosocial and career support (Smith, Howard, & Harringon, 2005); however, Ragins 
and Scandura (1994) added role-modeling as a third function of mentoring.  Psychosocial 
mentoring has been attributed to building a protégé’s “sense of competence, confidence, 
and effectiveness in his or her role” (Paglis, Green, & Bauer, 2006, p. 457) while career 
support or career-related mentoring are specifically focused around career advancement 
and can include introductions, opportunities to be challenged, and exposure to senior 
leaders (Murphy & Kram, 2014; Paglis et al., 2006).  In a study of graduate students, 
Paglis et al.’s (2006) research indicated psychosocial mentoring positively affected self-
efficacy.   
Mentoring has been highlighted throughout the literature as providing a number of 
benefits (Kram & Isabella, 1985; Murphy & Kram, 2014; Parsloe & Leedham, 2009), 
including skills to adapt to organizational change (Eby, 1997).  Challenges also need to be 
considered when discussing mentoring.  For example, not all mentors are created equal 
(Parsloe & Leedham, 2009).  Eby, McManus, Simon, and Russell (2000) explored 
protégés’ views of mentoring relationships, including negative mentoring experiences.  
They identified 15 types of negative mentoring experiences, which they nested within five 
metathemes: Match within Dyad, Distancing Behavior, Manipulative Behavior, Lack of 
Mentor Expertise, and General Dysfunctionality.   
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Specifically, considering mentoring in the context of leadership and leadership 
development, some suggest that protégés are likely to follow the leadership style of a 
mentor (Lankau & Scandura, 2002).  A study of West Point cadets indicated that 
mentoring relationships can increase leader self-efficacy (Lester, Hannah, Harms, 
Vogelgesang, & Avolio, 2011).  However, Paglis et al. (2006) and Chopin, Danish, Seers, 
and Hook (2013) found limitations around the circumstances in which mentoring can 
positively affect efficacy.  Chopin et al. (2013) conducted a study of 260 business graduate 
students.  The results of the study indicated that having a mentor may or may not increase 
leader self-efficacy, depending on the quality of the relationship with the mentor.  Their 
results indicate that the relationship is the important key to building leader self-efficacy in 
protégés.  Leader self-efficacy is discussed more in depth in the third stream.   
Military leader development.  The U.S. Air Force expects its officers to be 
leaders and also expects them to develop leadership skills.  U.S. Air Force Doctrine 
Document 1-1 explains the responsibilities of a U.S. Air Force officer as, “A military 
officer has responsibilities as a warfighter, a servant of the Nation, a member of the 
profession of arms, and a leader of character” (Miner, 2011a, p. 4) and further explains, 
“The Air Force expects its members to develop leadership skills” (p. 23).  To examine 
military leader development, the full spectrum was examined, from pre-commissioning 
sources, including military academies and Reserve Officer Training Corps (ROTC), 
through senior officer training and examples of other armed services.  Strengths were 
identified in Army ROTC programs, specifically the individualized leadership 
development plan and assessments administered through the program (Foster & 
Farquharson, 2011; Shepherd & Horner, 2010).   
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Through the literature review, it was noted that other research indicates some 
military units have tried leadership development tools as outlined above, such as 360-
degree feedback (Mumford et al., 2000; Smither, London, & Kristin, 2005).  The case 
studies indicated that an openness to experience could be important to receptiveness to 
multisource feedback.  Other research indicated military units are utilizing tools, such as 
the Multifactor Leader Questionnaire (MLQ) for leadership development (Alarcon, 
Lyons, Schlessman, & Barelka, 2012).  
In addition to the strengths, the research also identified a number of weaknesses in 
military leader development, including the need to develop creative thinking (Barber, 
1992) and leadership that is affecting retention of Army officers (Langkamer & Ervin, 
2008).  Some also argue that current methods of leader and leadership development are 
not sufficient to face future challenges (Halpin, 2011; U.S. Government Accountability 
Office [GAO], 2013).  A study by Magee, Beach, and Mitchell (1991) showed that a 
weakness in military leadership development is that it is heavily based on experiences 
only.  They studied change management of military officers with varying levels of 
experience and determined that experienced officers were able to manage change 
effectively, but inexperienced officers were more likely to use the coercive techniques 
that were not recommended or desired in a 21st-century leader.  The GAO (2013) report 
identified additional weaknesses in current military leader development specifically 
related to building relationships and complex thinking/dealing with ambiguity.     
Leader development can and does occur through a variety of experiences.  To 
better understand this area, three main areas were explored in this literature stream: leader 
development theory, leader development experiences, and finally, military leader 
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development.  Leader development theories can be considered in a number of ways, 
and for the purpose of this study, the literature review focused on those that consider 
leader development a lifelong process: Full Range Leadership Theory and Integrated 
Leadership Theory.  While an individual can have uncountable developmental 
experience, four leader development experiences that studies indicate may enhance leader 
self-efficacy were discussed here, specifically 360-degree feedback, self-awareness, self-
reflection, and mentoring.  Finally, because this study was framed around officers in a 
military service, military leader development was the last area discussed, exploring the 
methods and experiences military services utilize to develop leaders.   
Self-Efficacy 
The second area of the conceptual framework is self-efficacy.  Self-efficacy 
theory initiated with Bandura (1977).  Researchers continue to develop and refine the 
results, including in specific areas, such as general self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977), career 
self-efficacy (Betz & Hackett, 1981), occupational self-efficacy (Schyns & Sczesny, 
2010), learning self-efficacy (Machida & Schaubroeck, 2011; Schunk, 1996), and leader 
self-efficacy (Hannah et al, 2008; Paglis, 1999).  For the purposes of this study, three 
areas of self-efficacy are explored further: general self-efficacy, career self-efficacy, and 
leader self-efficacy.   
General self-efficacy.  Bandura (1977) defined self-efficacy as, “the conviction 
that one can successfully execute the behavior required to produce the outcomes” (p. 
193).  Research shows self-efficacy can be developed through various methods including 
mastery experience, vicarious learning, social persuasion, and arousal (Bandura, 1997); 
however, Bandura (1997) considered mastery experiences and past performance the 
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strongest methods for building efficacy.  According to Bandura and Locke (2003), 
efficacy beliefs: 
affect whether individuals’ think in self-enhancing or self-debilitating ways, how 
well they motivate themselves and persevere in the face of difficulties, the quality 
of their well-being and their vulnerability to stress and depression, and the choices 
they make at important decision points. (p. 87) 
   
Efficacy can also affect the actions individuals choose.  Examples of how efficacy can 
affect behavior include if someone thinks optimistically or pessimistically and how it 
may affect their resiliency to adversity (Bandura, 2000).  Scherer (2014) conducted a 
study of 339 junior officers in the U.S. Air Force that explored general self-efficacy of 
the population based on leader behaviors.  The results indicated there may be a positive 
relationship between leader behaviors and the self-efficacy of these officers.  This study 
is important to consider when studying leader self-efficacy of a similar population 
because if general self-efficacy is affected, leader self-efficacy may also be affected.   
Career and occupational self-efficacy.  Betz and Hackett (1981, 2006) initiated 
the study of career self-efficacy shortly after Bandura’s initial work (1977) and initially 
focused on career self-efficacy of women (Betz & Hackett, 2006).  Schyns and Sczesny 
(2010) examined leadership attributes in relation to occupational self-efficacy.  They 
defined occupational self-efficacy as, “the conviction of a person that he/she can execute 
behaviors relevant to their own work” (p. 79).  In their study of 136 management students 
across three countries, they examined the relationship between leadership attributes and 
occupational self-efficacy.  The results of the study indicated a positive relationship 
between leadership attributes and occupational self-efficacy (Schyns & Sczesny, 2010).  
Two potential limitations of the study are the small sample size and the lack of the study 
  
31 
looking at the potential cultural implications of the three countries.  Additionally, 
Schyns, Torka, and Gössling (2007) examined the relationship between occupational self-
efficacy and the preparedness for change.  Across their two studies of over 400 
employees from Germany and the Netherlands, the results demonstrated a positive 
relationship between occupational self-efficacy and preparedness for change.        
Leader self-efficacy.  Leader self-efficacy through a leader-follower lens was 
defined by Hannah et al. (2008) as: 
Leaders’ (followers’) beliefs in their perceived capabilities to organize the 
positive psychological capabilities, motivations, means, collective resources, and 
courses of action required to attain effective, sustainable performance across their 
various leadership roles, demands, and contexts. (p. 670) 
 
Much of the research does not distinguish between managerial and leader self-efficacy 
(Hannah et al., 2008; McDaniel & DiBella-McCarthy, 2011; Paglis, 1999).  In their study 
of 60 volunteers within a graduate program in business, Bandura and Locke (2003) 
determined that a predictor of future performance was managerial efficacy.  Paglis (1999) 
specifically examined leader self-efficacy as it relates to leading change and proposed a 
leader self-efficacy construct based on three leadership tasks: (a) direction-setting, (b) 
building relationships in order to gain followers’ commitment to change goals, and (c) 
overcoming obstacles blocking the path toward change.  About the construct, Paglis 
(1999) explained that it “leaves room for equifinality in the leadership process: different 
patterns of specific leader behaviors may result in achievement of the same desired 
outcomes” (p. 19, emphasis in original).   
Hannah, Avolio, Walumbwa, and Chan (2012) considered leader self-efficacy and 
suggested that leader self-efficacy also be referred to as leader and self means efficacy 
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(LSME).  They defined LSME as “Leaders’ beliefs in their perceived capabilities to 
organize the psychological capabilities, motivation, means, collective resources, and 
courses of action required to attain effective, sustainable performance across their unique 
leadership roles, demands, and contexts” (p. 144).  Hannah et al. (2012) broke LSME into 
three main components: leader self-regulation efficacy, leader means efficacy, and leader 
action efficacy.  Leader self-regulation efficacy includes “leaders’ level of self-efficacy to 
regulate their thinking and self-motivation” (p. 147).  Next, leader means efficacy 
“extends beyond the realm of personal self-efficacy and reflects leaders’ beliefs in the 
utility of the means available for performing” (p. 148).  With means efficacy, this 
includes if a leader perceives they have the resources and support (e.g., organizational 
culture, budget, etc.).  Finally, leader action efficacy is considered “leaders’ beliefs that 
they have the capability to enact leadership and create effects” (p. 148, emphasis in 
original).  The 22-question Leader Efficacy Questionnaire is based upon the three 
components of LSE, or LSME.   
Avolio and Hannah (2008) also linked developmental efficacy to leader self-
efficacy and explained, “Leaders’ developmental efficacy represents their level of 
confidence they can develop a specific ability or skill for employment in a specific 
context or leader role” (p. 337).  Finally, Samuels, Foster, and Lindsay (2010) conducted 
a study on developing leader self-efficacy through stressful experiences, specifically 
looking at the free-fall experiences of cadets at the United States Air Force Academy.  
Their study showed an increase in leader self-efficacy through the successful completion 
of a stressful experience (free-fall training).   
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Leader self-efficacy has been credited with positive followership outcomes, collective 
efficacy, engagement of others in organizational goals, and adaptability to change 
(Bandura, 1997; McDaniel & DiBella-McCarthy, 2011).  Additionally, another research 
study found a positive relationship between leader self-efficacy and an organizational 
openness to change (Paglis & Green, 2002).  Finally, across a study with five 
populations, Hannah et al. (2012) suggested LSME scores may be related to individual 
motivation to lead and development of leader identity.  However, Machida and 
Schaubroeck (2011) countered that it is more important to “possess high learning self-
efficacy that is resilient to the challenges leaders face during their development” (p. 463, 
emphasis in original).  They argued it is not leader self-efficacy but instead a learning 
focus that creates leader resiliency and positive outcomes.        
Efficacy has been considered and researched with a number of focus areas, 
including general efficacy, occupational and career efficacy, and leader self-efficacy.  
Within the contexts of this research study, leader self-efficacy is the focus area.  The final 
area for discussion is identity and transition.     
Identity and Transition 
The third stream of the conceptual framework for this study is identity, 
specifically within the context of transition.  This study focused on leader identity, 
including how it can be developed and may be impacted during transition.  Hall (2004) 
suggested, “A strong sense of identity is a prerequisite for pursuing a successful 
leadership career” (p. 155).   To examine identity, four key areas are explored: personal 
identity; social identity; leader identity; and finally, identity in relation to transition.   
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Personal identity.  Hall (2004) suggested that each person’s self-identity 
comprises two elements: personal identity and social identity.  Sveningsson and Larsson 
(2006) considered identity as, “temporary and processual constructions rather than 
something fixed and stable” (np).  They continued to explore the concept and how these 
processes can be especially dynamic for leaders and managers, whose work is based on 
relationships with others.  The individual, or personal, identity is the first area discussed.  
How identity can be developed is a topic about which many researchers have provided 
perspectives, frameworks, and theories.  For example, Holmer-Nadeson (1996) suggested 
that identity is a choice; however, for leaders or managers, they are often shaped by 
preconceived ideas about management.  Beech (2008) suggested three identity strategies, 
assimilation, complementarity, and rejection; while Carroll and Levy (2010) suggested 
that identity development should be considered a “project” not only a “product” of the 
environment, especially related to leader development (p. 12).  Finally, Alvesson (2010) 
combined multiple different identity theories to create a construct of the seven images of 
self-identities: self-doubter, struggler, surfer, storyteller, strategist, stencil, and soldier.     
Leader identity development extends beyond personal identity and is also socially 
constructed, as well as related to follower identity, described as one’s leader identity also 
means another has a follower identity (Carroll & Levy, 2005; DeRue & Ashford, 2010).   
Carroll and Levy (2005) suggested that in this social construction of an identity, 
especially leadership, is the idea that identities will tend toward dominant discourses, as 
opposed to alternate discourses.  This idea aligns with Hogg (2001) who suggested that 
groups will tend toward following a leader that fits within their group’s dominant 
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prototype.  However, as individuals function within groups, the next area of identity 
considered is social identity.   
Social identity.  Social identity explores the concept of identity in relation to 
other people.  Hogg (2001) suggested that groups may more easily consider someone a 
leader who is representative of the group.  Munusamy et al. (2009) explained, “social 
identity theory suggests that a person’s development rests significantly on creating an 
identity that allows self-understanding in the context of a collective and an ability to 
modulate oneself in different settings” (p. 153).  Their suggestion links closely to work 
by Lord and Hall (2005) who linked the three stages of leader development with how the 
individual identifies (e.g., self, relational, or collective).  Additionally, the ability to 
moderate emotions is an element Day and Harrison (2007) considered an indicator of a 
more advanced leader, able to handle complex situations.  Goleman et al. (2002) referred 
to this ability to moderate emotions as self-management and critical in leader relations 
with others.   
Social identity may be considered closely linked to a leader identity.  Hogg (2001) 
suggested that depending on the stage of the group and the organization, social groups 
may tend to prefer a prototypical individual to lead the group.   
Leader identity.  Lord and Hall (2005) suggested that leader development 
includes an integration of personal, social, and career identities.  Munusamy et al. (2009) 
suggested that leaders “understand themselves, how they react to others and how others 
react to them, and how to adapt to situations.  From an identity point of view, leader 
development is a maturation process merging self with social knowledge with 
identification as leader” (p. 149).  However, Van Velsor and Drath (2004) proposed a 
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“life-long development framework” that includes three developmental stages: self-
reading, self-authoring, and self-revisiting (p. 383).   
Hill (1992) proposed that managers needed to master four tasks: learning to be a 
manager, learning interpersonal judgment, gaining self-knowledge, and learning to 
handle stress and emotion.  Hall (2004) suggested that within these tasks is an overall 
element of identity learning, including about self and what a new role or title meant.  
However, Day and Harrison (2007) considered leader identity as a sub-element of one’s 
identity that specifically links to being a leader or thinking of one’s self as a leader and is 
demonstrated through different levels of identity, based on complexity and inclusiveness.  
They continued to suggest that leader identity development is critical and ongoing for a 
leader.   
As mentioned in Chapter 1, Lord and Hall (2005) consider leader identity through 
three levels: individual, relational, and collective.  Day and Harrison (2007) continued 
this stream of thought, suggesting that having these different elements of a leader identity 
can help a leader be flexible and draw from different elements of identity based on the 
situation.  They continue to argue that beyond flexibility, leaders may also be better 
prepared to handle complex situations with a more integrated leader identity (Day & 
Harrison, 2007).  While Day and Lance (2004) wrote that as a leader’s sub-identity 
becomes more complex, it also grows and becomes more differentiated.   
Another area to consider with leader development is how a leader identity can be 
built or strengthened.  Hall (2004) suggested that career-defining moments when success 
is recognized can trigger or strengthen an identity.  Hall (2004) continued to utilize the 
military’s use of ceremony.  For example, the commissioning of an officer is an example 
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of how an individual’s leader identity may be grown through ceremony.  However, 
Gagnon (2008) argued in some leader development programs there is the creation of a 
“compelling” identity and potential for the feeling of being criticized for an identity (p. 
388).  Finally, Day and Harrison (2007) suggested that developing identity and thinking 
of one’s self as a leader can build leader self-efficacy and motivate one to seek out 
additional developmental experiences.   
When considering identity, it is important to consider the limitations or challenges 
related to this area of the literature.  First, relatively few empirical studies have explored 
leader identity (Sveningsson & Larsson, 2006).  Additionally, many of the identity 
models assume identity development as linear and logical, and some focus heavily on the 
individual, and not social, elements (Carroll & Levy, 2010).   
Identity and transition.  A final element to consider is how leader identity may 
affect transition.  Day and Harrison (2007) explored this concept of transition through the 
lens of progressing from individual contributor to general manager, from managing one’s 
self to managing others.  They suggested that as a leader moves up the ladder in an 
organization, their need for a systems perspective becomes more pressing.   
Ohlott (2004) considered transition in the context of job assignments.  She 
continued to suggest that a job transition is also an important challenge for leader 
development.  Transition theory is also important to consider, as Goodman, Schlossberg, 
and Anderson (2006) explained that individuals can feel as if they are in crisis during a 
work transition.  Schlossberg’s (1981) theory encompasses transitions that are both 
expected and unexpected, and the transition process has three main phases: Approaching 
Transitions, Taking Stock of Coping Resources (4 Ss—Self, Situation, Support, 
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Strategies), and Taking Charge (Goodman et al., 2006).  When considering leaders in 
transition, there is a need to acknowledge the transition between roles.  “Moving through 
a transition requires letting go of aspects of the self, letting go of former roles, and 
learning new roles” (Goodman et al., 2006, p. 41).  Another important consideration 
around transition is for an individual to self-identify or to help an individual identify 
where they are in moving through the transition process (Schlossberg, 2011).   
Within the literature, much of the research related to transitions is focused on 
managing change and transition at an organizational level, and there appears to be a lack 
of empirical studies on the experience of a leader in transition.  Davidson’s (2006) 
dissertation explored various change theories and the leader’s role in managing change; 
through a review of the literature, he highlighted three elements to a successful career 
transition: cultural fit, coachable and motivated, and the ability to learn and unlearn.   
When considering transitions, it is important to consider that along with a career 
transition, an Air Force officer is also making a transition between military and civilian 
life.  MacLean et al. (2014) studied over 3,000 Canadian veterans in 2010, looking 
specifically at transition challenges faced by armed services members and determined 
that veterans face unique challenges, such as suffering and recovering from post-
traumatic stress disorder and a change in structure, culture, and life roles (Morin, 2011; 
Westwood, McLean, Cave, Borgen, & Slakov, 2010).  Anderson and Goodman (2014) 
observed that when veterans are in transition, it is important that a “space” is made to 
“explore their perceptions related to this transition” (p. 41).  In a study of almost 800 U.S. 
military veterans, a new measure (Military to Civilian Questionnaire) was tested to assist 
in developing programs and support for integration, and with the initial testing, the results 
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indicated a number of transitional challenges that can occur for military members in 
transition, including confidence in skills, career transition, general stress management, 
and health and wellness (Sayer et al., 2011).   
Identity and how it may be affected by a career transition is an important 
consideration.  Identity theory presents a number of ways to think about identity, 
including personal, social, and leader types.  As U.S. Air Force officers transition and 
practitioners develop methods to aid in career and life transitions, considering each 
individual through an identity lens may aid in identifying the unique circumstances for an 
U.S. Air Force officer transitioning.   
Summary 
Within the United States Air Force, how leaders are developed may affect leader 
self-efficacy in U.S. Air Force officers and their confidence while career transitioning to 
the civilian sector.  The U.S. Air Force invests time, energy, and money in the 
development of its leaders.  The literature outlined various leadership theories, with full-
range leadership theory and integrative leadership theory discussed here.  Additionally, a 
wide variety of experiences may develop leaders.  Feedback, self-awareness, reflection, 
and mentoring were explored as methods of leader development, specifically as potential 
methods to increase leader self-efficacy.  Self-efficacy has been researched in various 
forms, including general, occupational/career, and leader self-efficacy.  The final area 
considered for this study are identity, specifically leader identity, and transition, utilizing 
the 4-S model.  With the force reduction actions occurring in the U.S. Air Force, officers 
are currently and will continue to be transitioning at increasing numbers; thus the topic of 
leader self-efficacy in career transitioning is timely and relevant.   
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology 
Introduction 
The purpose of this mixed methods study was to explore the perceptions of U.S. 
Air Force officers of formal and informal leader development experiences and to examine 
how these experiences may affect leader self-efficacy, focusing on career transitioning to 
the civilian sector.  This study was based upon three research questions exploring leader 
development and leader confidence of U.S. Air Force officers and how development and 
confidence may affect their ability to transition to civilian leadership roles.   
1. Using the lens of leader self-efficacy, how confident do U.S. Air Force officers 
describe themselves as being to lead in the civilian job market? 
2. How do officers describe the value of the United States Air Force’s leadership 
development program(s) in preparing them for civilian leadership positions? 
3. How does an individual leader’s self-efficacy score relate with the leader 
development described while serving in the U.S. Air Force? 
Chapter 3 includes a review of the research questions and discussion of the 
following elements of the research study: (a) research design and rationale, (b) site and 
population, (c) stages of data collection, and (d) ethical considerations.  
Research Design and Rationale 
This study utilized a mixed methods design.  In this methodology, the researcher 
used a process for collecting, analyzing, and combining or “mixing” data from 
quantitative and qualitative sources to better understand a problem (Creswell, 2011; 
Greene, 2007).  Greene (2007) suggested: 
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A mixed methods way of thinking aspires to better understand complex social 
phenomena by intentionally including multiple ways of knowing and valuing and 
by respectfully engaging with differences, both those presented by other 
inquirers’ mental models and those located in the social world. (p. 17) 
 
Creswell and Plano Clark (2011) noted that mixed methods studies are appropriate when 
one data source may be insufficient.   
Greene (2007) stated mixed methods designs can be component or integrated.  
This study was an integrated with a design “in which methods intentionally interact with 
one another during the course of study” (p. 125).  When considering an integrated study, 
five elements are recommended for consideration: design, purpose, status of methods, 
sequence of implementation, and integrative task (Greene, 2007).  Design can be 
iteration, blending, nesting or embedding (Creswell, 2011), or mixing for reasons of 
substance or values.  This study used a blended design; blending is used when more than 
one method is used to investigate “varied facets of the same complex phenomenon” 
(Greene, 2007, p. 126).  The purpose of this study was to seek complementarity, with the 
goal to “elaborate, enhance, deepen, and broaden the overall interpretations and 
inferences from the study” (Greene, 2007, p. 101).   
Mixed method designs consider the status of the methods within the study 
(Greene, 2007).  Within a study, researchers can have one method be considered priority 
with the other method supporting the priority method or consider each method equally.  
This study considered both elements of the study equally.  The fourth element is 
sequence of implementation, which can be sequential, concurrent, or variable.  The final 
consideration for mixed methods study was where integration occurred, either during data 
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presentation or during analysis (Greene, 2007).  Integration occurred during the data 
analysis phase of this study.    
To summarize, this study was integrated, using a blending mixed method, to seek 
complementarity through giving equal status to the data.  The study was executed with 
the data sets being collected concurrently.  Each data set was given equal status in the 
study and integration occurred during the data analysis phase.  Both sets of data were 
given equal status in the study.     
In this mixed-methods design, web-based survey data were collected to examine 
the theory that specific leader development experiences positively influence the leader 
self-efficacy of U.S. Air Force officers in transition.  The goal of the web-based survey 
was to collect quantitative, numeric data related to U.S. Air Force officer demographics 
and leader development experiences and to assess the leader self-efficacy of the 
participants.  The quantitative portion of the research study utilized a survey design and a 
modified instrument established by Avolio and Hannah (2008) to measure leader self-
efficacy.  The 22-item instrument has been validated across seven diverse populations.   
The goal of the qualitative data collection was to collect textual data related to 
personal experiences and perspectives on how U.S. Air Force officer leader self-efficacy 
may be affected by leader development experiences, especially during transition to 
civilian roles.  Semi-structured interviews were utilized to explore leader development of 
U.S. Air Force officers and how these experiences may affect leader self-efficacy during 
career transition with the goal to create a more complete understanding of the 
phenomenon.   
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The rationale for the mixed methods study was that combining the two methods 
provided a broader, deeper understanding of this complex phenomenon.  The quantitative 
data provided context on demographic information, leader development experiences, and 
leader self-efficacy.  The qualitative element strove toward a broader, richer 
understanding of the problem by giving voice to the participants.  The mixed methods 
approach to the study was selected to provide an integrated, deeper understanding of how 
U.S. Air Force officer leader self-efficacy may be affected by leader development 
experiences, especially during transition.   
Site and Population 
Central to conducting this research were the site and population, descriptions of 
which are set forth.   
Population Description 
The population for this study comprised U.S. Air Force officers who fell into one 
of the following categories: (a) considering career transition to the civilian sector, (b) 
within 12 months of transitioning from full-time status to the civilian sector, or (c) have 
transitioned within the last 12 months from full-time status.  The intent of utilizing a 
population within the spectrum of transition was to more comprehensively understand the 
problem as it relates to the full-range of transition.  The population was open to all 
genders of commissioned officers and focused on individuals who had not reached 
“senior officer” status, which is considered the rank of Colonel or higher.  Ranks of 
Colonel and above have been studied and, therefore, were not included.  The researcher 
sought more understanding of those transitioning prior to reaching senior levels.   
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Sampling was another important element of this study.  The U.S. Air Force has 
approximately 60,000 officers (Air Force Personnel Center, 2015).  The U.S. Air Force 
does not publish separation statistics; however, the researcher completed an analysis of 
total officer populations by rank for three years and determined approximately 1,600 
officers separate per year prior to the rank of Colonel.  
To access a population purposive and snowball sampling was utilized.  Lunenberg 
and Irby (2008) suggested that purposive sampling be utilized when the researcher has 
experience and knowledge of the group.  Additionally, Creswell (2011) explained 
snowball sampling process as “the researcher asks participants to identify others to 
become members of the sample” (p. 146).  The snowball sampling was initiated with the 
researcher’s current connections and networks with U.S. Air Force service members, 
including use of email and social media (LinkedIn and Facebook).  The target sample 
size for the quantitative portion of the study was 300, based on recommendations from 
Krejcie and Morgan (1970).  Nine interviews were completed for the qualitative portion 
of the study. 
Site Description 
This research study was non-site specific, meaning a single site location was not 
chosen because no single U.S. Air Force base or location had the diversity offered 
through the virtual survey.  The quantitative portion of the study was conducted virtually, 
by reaching out to U.S. Air Force officers serving in a variety of locations throughout the 
world.  Study participants were informed of the purpose of the study, population 
characteristics, the website of the survey, and were provided an opportunity to 
participate.  Appendix A outlines the demographic and leadership development questions 
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asked and includes a sampling from the leadership self-efficacy instrument.  The 
qualitative portion of the study was conducted utilizing semi-structured interviews.  
When possible, interviews were conducted in person; however, due to the distributed and 
voluntary nature of the interview portion, other technologies were utilized when 
necessary.  
Site Access 
No issues of site access existed since the research was non-site specific.  
Research Methods 
The discussion of research methods includes a description of the methods used, 
data analysis procedures, and the stages of the data collection.   
Description of Methods Used  
Two key strategies were utilized to collect data: surveys and interviews.   
Survey.  The quantitative portion sought to answer the research question: “How 
does an individual leader’s self-efficacy score relate with the leader development 
described while serving in the United States Air Force?”   
Description of survey.  The survey utilized SurveyMonkey and began with 
screening questions and with the leader efficacy questions.  The leader efficacy portion of 
the survey was designed by Hannah and Avolio (2008), with permission from the authors 
(see Appendix B).  The 22-question leader efficacy survey measures three elements of 
leader efficacy: leader action self-efficacy (Questions 1–7), leader self-regulation efficacy 
(Questions 15–22), and leader means efficacy (Questions 8–14).  Each question was rated 
on a scale of 1 to 100, in increments of 10 from “Not at all confident” to “Totally 
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confident.”  The survey has been utilized with seven diverse populations, including 
military cadets at West Point (Lester et al., 2011).   
Appendix A outlines the additional questions asked to clarify leader development 
experiences and demographics about the participating population.  Questions asked were 
related to those experiences empirically tied to increasing leader self-efficacy (mentoring, 
360 degree feedback, and self-assessment) and utilized a Yes/No structure.  Some 
questions in the survey had an “Other” option and provided the opportunity for 
participants to add to the options.  A choice of “Not applicable” was included, when 
appropriate.  Demographic questions included age, gender, rank achieved or current rank, 
years of service, education, and professional military education completed.     
Description of participants.  Participants were volunteers and were invited to 
participate by meeting specific criteria: (a) within 12 months of a transition or 
considering transition, (b) full-time status within the Air Force for a minimum of four 
years, and (c) not senior leader (Colonel or higher) ranks.  Members were invited to 
participate through the researcher’s U.S. Air Force network.   
Data collection.  The quantitative data collection lasted eight weeks.  A consent 
notice was provided on the initial screen and those U.S. Air Force officers meeting the 
criteria and willing to participate submitted the online survey.  Multiple reminder 
messages were sent to the researcher’s network via social media (Facebook, LinkedIn).   
Interviews.  The interviews in this study were conducted to more deeply 
understand the phenomenon of U.S. Air Force officer leader self-efficacy in transition.  
Semi-structured interviews were utilized.  Interviews were 30-65 minutes in length.  They 
included 8-10 questions and allowed for probes for the respondents’ answers, available in 
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Appendix C.  Interviews were held in a quiet location when completed face-to-face or 
other technology. 
Description of interviews.  The interviews were conducted in this study to more 
deeply understand the phenomenon of U.S. Air Force officer leader self-efficacy in 
transition.  Semi-structured interviews were utilized.  Merriam (2009) suggested semi-
structured interviews be utilized when a mix of questions will be used but also when a 
researcher wants flexibility.   
Description of participants.  The 10 interview participants were also volunteers 
and were invited to participate by meeting specific criteria: (a) considering or within 12 
months of a transition or considering transition, (b) full-time status within the Air Force 
for a minimum of four years, and (c) not senior leader (Colonel or higher) ranks.  
Members were invited to participate through the researcher’s U.S. Air Force network and 
were contacted via email (see Appendix D).  Those interested were contacted via the 
researcher to be included in the qualitative element of the research study.   
Data collection.  Interviews were conducted face-to-face whenever possible; 
however, SKYPE, Zoom, or phone were used if necessary.  Participants were provided 
with a printed or emailed version of the study consent form prior to the interview (see 
Appendix E).  A signed consent form was required from each participant prior to 
commencing an interview.  The interview portion varied in length and explored how U.S. 
Air Force officers perceived their leader development experiences and confidence during 
or when considering transition.  During the interview, the audio was recorded with two 
devices (an iPhone and a digital recorder).  Additionally, the researcher completed notes 
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during the interview process to document the non-verbal responses of the subjects.  
Interview sessions were transcribed verbatim, compiled, codified, and analyzed. 
Data Analysis Procedures 
Greene (2007) suggested that data analysis serves three purposes: (a) reduce and 
organize raw data to enable descriptive reporting; (b) assess patterns, connections, or 
trends; and (c) support and validate conclusions or inferences.  Given the researcher’s 
extensive experiences within the U.S. Air Force, bracketing procedures were used to keep 
experience bias out of interpreting both the quantitative and qualitative data sets.  
Quantitative data analysis.  The quantitative data analysis followed the five 
steps suggested by Greene (2007): (a) data cleaning, (b) data reduction, (c) data 
transformation, (d) data comparison, and (e) analyses for inquiry conclusions and 
inferences.  It is in Step 3 of the data analysis process that the two data sources were 
considered together, utilizing data consolidation/merging.  Greene (2007) explained data 
merging as, “the joint review of both data types to create new or consolidated variables or 
data sets, which can be expressed in either quantitative or qualitative form” (p. 146).   
Data screening included univariate level, helping identify outliers, and descriptive 
statistics to identify missing data.  Descriptive statistics are reported in tabular format and 
summarized in text.  Frequencies analyses were conducted to identify completeness of 
survey responses.  Additionally, t-test and ANOVA tests were completed to compare 
sample answers.     
Qualitative data analysis.  Data were analyzed utilizing different mechanisms 
and followed the process outlined by Creswell (2011): collect data, prepare data, read 
through data, and code data, seeking themes and descriptions.  The interview data were 
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transcribed and a preliminary exploratory analysis was conducted.  Creswell (2011) 
explained the exploratory analysis as an opportunity to gain a “general sense of the data, 
memoing ideas, thinking about the organization of the data,” as well as identifying if 
more is needed (p. 243).  Following the exploratory analysis, three phases of coding were 
conducted.  Initially, coding was descriptive.  Saldaña (2012) recommended descriptive 
coding for studies with multiple data sources.  Second, structural coding provided links to 
the initial research questions.  The final method was values coding, which explored the 
participants’ values, attitudes, and beliefs and provided insight into his or her perspective 
on leader development and transition.  After themes were identified, the researcher 
analyzed the themes, specifically looking for layering and interconnecting themes, 
comparing and combining the quantitative and qualitative data where appropriate.  The 
researcher also noted outliers or where complementarity or triangulation was achieved 
from the data.   
Data integration.  As mentioned earlier, data transformation occurs in Step 3 and 
the final two steps consider the data jointly.  Figure 3 outlines this process.  
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Figure 3. Data analysis process.  
 
Stages of Data Collection 
Table 1 outlines the timeframe for the data collection and analysis.  After the 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Drexel University approved the study, an initial 
email was sent to individuals the researcher knew were considering transitions or had 
recently transitioned, as well as other U.S. Air Force individuals, to identify the purpose 
and objective of the study, and the study was posted on social media.  The researcher 
contacted individuals she personally knew met the participant requirements.  This data 
collection portion of the study was conducted by initially utilizing the survey to collect 
the quantitative portion of the study.  The survey remained open for eight weeks.  While 
the quantitative portion was based on an established instrument for measuring leader self-
efficacy, the qualitative interview protocol was designed based on the review of the 
literature conducted to inform the study and is available in Appendix C.   
Quantitative
Data Cleaning
Data Reduction 
Qualitative
Exploratory Analysis 
Descriptive Coding
Structural Coding
Values Coding 
Data Transformation  
Data Comparison 
Analyses for inquiry conclusions 
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Data collection was conducted concurrently; however, the survey was launched 
initially, and interviews were conducted as volunteers were identified.  Sixty-six 
individuals volunteered to be interviewed, and nine individuals were interviewed.  The 
participants were identified and selected based on criteria mentioned in the population 
and site description.  Interviews were conducted in parallel, or concurrently, with the 
quantitative portion, as volunteers were identified.  When possible, interviews were 
conducted as soon as possible after the completion of the survey to capture immediate 
thoughts and feedback to enhance understanding.  Data collection for both methods was 
completed within 60 days of the initial email notification and request.  
 
Table 1 
Proposed Study Timeline 
Process Element Proposed Timeline 
LEQ Approval to use COMPLETE  
Proposal Committee Late September 2015 
IRB Approval October 2015 
Data collection (Parallel collection)  October 26 – December 26, 2015 
Data Analysis  December 2015 – January 2016 
Draft Chapters 4, 5 January 2016 
Complete Dissertation February 2016  
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Ethical Considerations 
The final area for discussion is ethical considerations.  First, the researcher 
obtained permission through the Drexel Institutional Review Board (IRB).  Due to the 
voluntary nature of this non-site specific study, no permission was required from the U.S. 
Air Force.  The ethics of the research study were considered and challenges were either 
mitigated or acknowledged.  A critical consideration was protecting those who chose to 
be involved with the study due to the potential sensitivity around transition from the U.S. 
Air Force.  Transitions can be voluntary or involuntary, and in some situations, both can 
be sensitive.  Diligent efforts were made to protect the identities of the participants, 
especially due to the potential difference in treatment for those who may not have 
identified their interest in transitioning off of active duty.  Linked to this ethical 
consideration is acknowledging that the process could have been stressful for some of the 
participants.  Central to data gathering was adherence to consent processes set forth by 
Drexel University IRB regulations.  Data gathered will be destroyed three years after the 
conclusion of the study.  
The research design, methods, and ethical considerations are the core of this study 
on U.S. Air Force officer leader development experiences and leader self-efficacy during 
career transition.  The chapter included a review of the research questions, research 
design and rationale, site and population, stages of data collection, and ethical 
considerations.  
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Chapter 4: Findings, Results, and Interpretations 
Introduction 
The purpose of this mixed methods study was to explore the perceptions of U.S. 
Air Force officers regarding their leader development experiences and examine how 
these methods may affect leader self-efficacy, focusing on career transitioning to the 
civilian sector.  Chapter 4 provides the results of the doctoral study described in Chapters 
1, 2, and 3.  Specifically, Chapter 4 covers: (a) participant overview, (b) research 
questions, (c) findings, and (d) results and interpretations.   
Participant Overview 
The study was broken into two components: survey and interview.  The data 
collection occurred concurrently over an eight-week period.  The participants for each 
component are described in detail below.  
Survey Participants 
The online survey was open for eight weeks and completed by 247 participants; 
166 participants partially completed the survey, specifically answering the 22 questions 
of the Leader Efficacy Questionnaire (LEQ), and 152 fully completed the survey.   
Demographic data.  Three main demographics are explained below: years of 
service, rank, and gender.   
Years of service.  Table 2 shows the breakout of participants by years of services 
in three-to-four-year increments; however, for purposes of analysis, cluster analysis was 
completed.  Cluster analysis considered the groups in three main groups: 0–8 years, 9–16 
years, and greater than 17 years.   
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Table 2 
Summary of Participants by Years of Service 
Years of Service Percentage of Participants 
0 – 3 years 25 
4 – 8 years 21 
9 – 12 years 23 
13 – 16 years  17 
17 – 20 years 16 
Greater than 20 years 17 
 
 
 
Rank.  The second area for discussion is the rank of the participants.  The 166 
participants were broken into three main rank categories: Lieutenant/Captain (Lt/Capt), 
Major, and Lieutenant Colonel (Lt Col).  The results indicated 37% of respondents were 
Lieutenants or Captains, 31% were Majors, and 31% were Lieutenant Colonels.  For the 
purposes of this study, individuals of the rank of Colonel or above were not eligible.   
Gender.  The third demographic area is gender of the participants.  Of the 166 
participants who completed the LEQ, 153 completed and 13 chose not to answer this 
question.  Of the 153 participants, 37% identified as female and 63% identified as male.   
Commissioning source.  The final demographic area is commissioning source.  
Of the 166 participants who completed the LEQ, 153 completed the “What is your 
commissioning source?” question.  Of the 153 who responded, 44% were Reserve Officer 
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Training Corps, 23% were Officer Training School, 29% were United States Air Force 
Academy, and 4% were commissioning through a different source.  
Interview Participants  
Of the 166 individuals who completed the LEQ, 66 individuals volunteered to 
participate in the interview process.  Nine interviews were conducted and the details of 
the participants are in Table 3.  Interview participants were selected based on a first-come 
and first-available basis.  The ranks ranged from Captain to Lieutenant Colonel.  Years of 
service ranged from nine years to over 30 years of service.   
 
Table 3 
Interview Participants  
Interview Rank Gender Years of Service Status of Transition 
A Major Female 12 Years In transition – within 12 
months 
B Captain Male 9 Years Considering transition 
C Captain Female  10 Years  Transitioned 
 
D Major Male 23+ (Prior 
Enlisted) 
In transition – within 12 
months 
E Captain Male 23 (Prior Enlisted) Considering transition 
F Lt Col Female 20 Years Considering transition 
G Lt Col Male 30 Years (Prior 
Enlisted) 
Considering Transition 
H Lt Col  Female 22 Years, 1 month 
(Prior Enlisted) 
Considering transition 
I Major Male 13 Years  Considering transition 
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Research Questions 
The purpose of this mixed methods study was to explore the perceptions of U.S. 
Air Force officers of leader development experiences and to examine how these methods 
may affect leader self-efficacy, focusing on career transitioning to the civilian sector.  
The study sought to reach this purpose and by answering three main research questions:  
1. Using the lens of leader self-efficacy, how confident do U.S. Air Force 
officers describe themselves as being to lead in the civilian job market? 
2. How do officers describe the value of the United States Air Force’s 
leadership development program(s) in preparing them for civilian leadership 
positions? 
3. How does an individual leader’s self-efficacy score relate with the leader 
development described while serving in the U.S. Air Force? 
Findings 
The findings presented in this chapter emerged from coding and analysis of data 
from a verbatim transcription of the interviews as well as from the researcher’s 
observations of the participants.  The data were analyzed in parallel with the survey data.  
First, in vivo coding was completed to analyze the data and identify themes from the 
interviews and open-ended questions.  The initial coding included reading through and 
identifying repetitive and recurring words and phrases that formed initial themes.  In 
conjunction with the coding of the interview results, the survey and LEQ answers were 
analyzed in parallel, resulting in areas of triangulation and complementarity.  An 
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additional set of value coding was conducted for a better understanding of the 
participants’ perceptions.    
Finally, the use of descriptive coding resulted in six findings, or themes: (a) 
confidence looks different, (b) perceptions of leading in the civilian sector affect 
confidence, (c) formal courses are not considered significant in building confidence, (d) 
informal opportunities are highly valued, (e) learning from experience, and (f) leader 
development activities affect leader self-efficacy.  Figure 4 depicts these themes 
graphically, and Figure 5 shows the additional word analysis done during coding.  To 
better understand the context of the themes, a summary of the Leader Efficacy 
Questionnaire (LEQ) is provided. 
 
 
Figure 4.  Themes.  
 
Opportunities affect leader self-efficacy
Formal courses not build confidence 
Unsure of civilian leadership
Informal experiences highly valuedConfident looks different
Learning from Experience
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Additionally, word analysis was conducted to potentially identify additional themes or 
subthemes within the data.  Figure 5 depicts a graphic of this word analysis. 
 
 
Note: Answers to “Please describe other leadership development activities [outside 
formal courses] or opportunities you had or have had while serving in a full-time capacity 
in the United States Air Force.” 
 
Figure 5.  Wordle of the 78 answers to open-ended question. 
 
 
 
Summary of Leader Efficacy Questionnaire 
To place context around the study, the first area of discussion is a summary of the 
leader efficacy questionnaire, completed via the online survey.  The leader efficacy 
questionnaire consists of 22 questions that asked about three components of leader self-
efficacy: leader action efficacy, leader means efficacy, and leader self-regulation 
efficacy.  Each participant was asked to rate each question on a scale of 0 (No 
confidence) to 100 (Complete Confidence).  Across the 22-question LEQ, the average 
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score was 73 out of 100 with a standard deviation of 16.  The two questions with the 
lowest scores were in the area of leader means efficacy—Question 12, “Rely on my 
leaders to come up with ways to stimulate my creativity” and Question 13, “Count on 
others to give me the guidance I need to complete work assignments”—with LSE scores 
of 52 and 58, respectively.  The two questions with the highest scores were in the area of 
leader self-regulation efficacy—Question 17, “Remain steadfast to my core beliefs when 
I'm challenged” and Question 22, “Distinguish the ethical components of 
problems/dilemmas”—with scores of 88 and 87, respectively.  Table 4 shows the average 
scores across the overall LEQ and each of the three components. 
 
Table 4 
Summary of Leader Efficacy Questionnaire (LEQ) Study Results 
Component Average Score Standard Deviation 
Overall Leader Efficacy 
Questionnaire  
73 16 
Leader Action Efficacy 76 19 
Leader Means Efficacy 63 20 
Leader Self-Regulation 
Efficacy 
80 16 
 
 
Using t-test comparisons, differences were not significant between gender (p = 
.10).  Using ANOVA comparisons, differences were significant between (a) years of 
service (p = .03), (b) rank (p = .04), and (c) highest level of professional military 
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education completed (p = .03).  However, the differences were not significant between 
(a) commissioning sources (p = .57) and (b) education (p = .54). 
Finding One: Confidence Looks Different  
The first finding is that confidence appears to vary with the survey instrument and 
interview analysis, not resulting in triangulation.  As Table 5 depicts, when asked three 
direct questions about confidence in the ability to lead, the results indicated that 51% of 
participants “Somewhat Disagreed,” “Disagreed,” or “Strongly Disagreed” that formal 
U.S. Air Force courses built confidence in the ability to lead in the civilian sector.  
However, 86% of participants either “Somewhat Agreed,” “Agreed,” or “Strongly 
Agreed” that informal U.S. Air Force experiences built confidence in the ability to lead in 
the civilian sector.  Additionally, 87% of respondents either “Somewhat Agreed,” 
“Agreed,” or “Strongly Agreed” that they are confident in their ability to be successful as 
leaders in the civilian sector.  
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Table 5 
Survey Results of Confidence in Transition 
 Strongly 
Disagree/Disagree/ 
Somewhat Disagree 
Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 
Strongly 
Agree/Agree/ 
Somewhat Agree 
The formal U.S. Air 
Force courses built my 
confidence in my ability 
to lead in the civilian 
sector.  
 
51% (79*) 
 
17% (26) 
 
33% (51) 
Informal U.S. Air Force 
courses built my 
confidence in my ability 
to lead in the civilian 
sector. 
 
11% (17) 
 
3% (5) 
 
86% (134) 
When I consider leading 
in the civilian sector, I 
am confident I will be 
successful  
 
8% (13) 
 
5% (8) 
 
87% (135) 
*Number of participants that answered in one of these categories   
 
Despite the high percentage of respondents who indicated positively that they are 
confident they will be successful when leading in the civilian sector, all interview 
participants indicated a mixed level of confidence when considering career transition.  
Notable is the gender difference in confidence of leading within the civilian sector.  
Additionally, three differences emerged in gender, rank, and years of service.    
Gender differences.  The results of both the survey and interviews indicated a 
difference of confidence in male and female participants while the survey results did not 
indicate a statistical significance (p = .2).  Female participants indicated a higher level of 
confidence than men in most areas.  Within the LEQ, participants who identified as 
female scored higher on 19 of 22 questions on the survey.  When considering the three 
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main elements of leader self-efficacy, female participants scored slightly higher than 
males in all areas.  Figure 6 graphically depicts the difference in score across the LEQ. 
 
 
 
Figure 6. Male and female leader self-efficacy scores. 
 
Interview participants also aligned with this difference.  As one female participant 
explained: 
I feel really good about it [transition], actually, more so because what I'm really 
taking away from the Air Force is that I had bosses that saw my potential and 
pushed me to do things before I thought I was ready to do them. (A, Female) 
 
Another female participant, explained her perspective, 
I think it has definitely made me more confident well above any kind of peer.  I 
think that with the respect that it does kind of really prepare you for managing an 
organization and for really big decision making and creating a positive 
organizational culture and things like that.  We are well versed in how to act 
professionally.  Going right now, spending some time in another federal agency, 
there are things that you see in the news, and you just know that would not fly in 
an Air Force unit or even a military unit.  You kind of by osmosis learn about 
professional behavior and that kind of thing.  I think that has definitely given me a 
leg up to both male and female counterparts in the federal sector. (F, Female) 
LeaderActionEfficacy LeaderMeansEfficacy Leader SelfRegulationEfficacy Overall LSEScoreFemale 79 66 83 76Male 77 63 81 74All Participants 76 63 80 73
010
2030
4050
6070
8090
Leader
 Self-E
fficacy 
Scale
  
63 
 
When asked about her confidence to lead in the civilian sector, she continued: 
Very good.  I think that having to do it on the military side really prepares you 
well for the civilian side because you've gone through more on the military side 
because you have the additional responsibility being that 24-hour leader.  You 
still have some of that same support of the family that you would get from . . . 
Then on the military side you're supporting a family when someone is deployed or 
that kind of thing, so you're not as involved on the civilian side.  You're only at 
like a what? 65, 70% of what is the definite norm on the military side that is just 
really, really not expected or even wanted on the civilian side. (F, Female) 
 
A third female interview participant echoed similar levels of confidence for 
leading in the civilian sector.  She explained her view in context of seeing other civilian 
leaders within work she had accomplished outside the U.S. Air Force.  When asked about 
her confidence to lead in the civilian sector, she explained: 
I would say it's pretty high.  One thing I can add there is I'm a Girl Scout leader.  
I'm not just a Girl Scout leader, I'm a Girl Scout learning facilitator, so I train 
other Girl Scout leaders.  I get together with professional paid Girl Scout adults as 
well as volunteers, who develop programs to give to girls and who develop 
programs also to give to adults to train them.  I'm part of that community.  
Looking at the way they act and behave doing their job, I feel like I'm equal to 
them and one day I can step out into that world.  I've mentioned communication a 
lot. Another biggie in a leadership skillset is organization.  The Air Force gives us 
a great deal of training, both formal and informal, in organizing information, 
developing a series of tasks to accomplish goals.  I think in that way the Air Force 
has armed me very well and possibly better than the civilian world with my Girl 
Scout counterparts. (H, Female) 
 
On the other hand, male interview participants indicated a potential lack of 
confidence in transition.  Some explained how they are trying to build confidence through 
other mechanisms, such as advanced degrees.  One participant explained: 
I would say I do not feel prepared at all. I have a lot of reluctance in terms of 
jumping right out.  I think that's probably one of the reasons why I considered 
staying on a little bit longer.  I'm working on an MBA right now.  I'm trying to 
take advantage of some other opportunities to prepare me because I do not feel 
well prepared whatsoever to transition.  Largely because I recognize that there is a 
different culture on the outside. (E, Male) 
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He continued: 
Leadership is different.  I like to think of it as a softer approach.  You have to be a 
little more innovative and creative with how you deal with your people and you 
can't be as directive in command.  There's not that hierarchical approach to 
leading people.  I don't feel prepared at all  I'm trying to remedy that in a number 
of ways so, hopefully, I will close the gap.  I also will accept at some point I'm 
just going to have to take the plunge.  I'll separate from the military and then learn 
on the job.  Need to keep an open mind to try to learn new skills. (E, Male) 
 
When asked about confidence in leading in the civilian sector, another participant 
explained: 
I don't know for sure what I want to do, and half-jokingly what I tell people when 
they ask why I've been in so long, I tell them I was too chicken shit to get out.  I 
guess that answers some of your question that I feel very comfortable with the Air 
Force and maybe less comfortable with transitioning to the civilian life. (G, Male) 
 
Rank.  A second difference in LEQ results was demonstrated by the rank of the 
individuals.  The survey results indicated a statistically significant difference between 
ranks (p = .4).  As Figure 7 shows, survey participants in the rank of Lieutenant have a 
lower leader efficacy score, with up to a 13.85-point difference from the highest scores 
(Lieutenant Colonel).   
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Figure 7. Leader Efficacy Questionnaire rank comparison analysis. 
 
More specific LEQ scores are provided in Table 6.  As both Figure 7 and Table 6 
show, there was a increase in LEQ score between the Lieutenant ranks and Captain, a 
decrease at the rank of Major, and then a second increase by rank of Lieutenant Colonel.   
 
Table 6 
LEQ Scores Based on Rank  
Rank Lt 
(2Lt/1Lt) 
Captain Major Lt 
Colonel 
Average Standard 
Deviation 
Leader Action 
Efficacy  
67.14 77.62 73.15 80.99 76.91 5.28 
Leader Means 
Efficacy 
49.38 64.92 62.61 68.70 64.85 7.43 
Leader Self-
regulation 
Efficacy 
64.58 83.35 80.43 87.63 83.09 8.90 
Overall Average  60.37 75.30 72.06 79.11 74.95 7.15 
 
0.0010.00
20.0030.00
40.0050.00
60.0070.00
80.0090.00
100.00
Leader ActionEfficacy Leader MeansEfficacy Leader Self-regulation Efficacy TotalLt (2Lt/1Lt) Captain Major Lt Colonel Average
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Years of service.  A final area of difference is in years of service.  The survey 
results indicated a statistically significant difference between the groups based on years 
of service (p = .03).  Table 7 shows a summary of the three main groups considered: (a) 
0–8 years, (b) 9–16 years, and (c) > 17 years.  The years of service difference is similar to 
rank with a decrease during the middle years of a U.S. Air Force officers’ careers. 
 
Table 7 
Overall Leader Efficacy Questionnaire Results by Years of Service  
Years of Service N Overall LEQ Average 
0 – 8 years 42 72.7 
9 – 16 years 68 70.3 
> 17 years 56 77.8 
 
 
Summary.  This study indicated that confidence looks different and that different 
factors may affect leader self-efficacy during career transition.  A parallel analysis of the 
quantitative and qualitative elements of the survey resulted in three main differences: (a) 
gender, (b) rank, and (c) years of service.  
Finding Two: Unsure of Civilian Leadership 
The next main theme was perceptions of what the experience of leading in the 
civilian world would be, with the overall theme being participants were unsure of what 
civilian leadership may be like.  Based on the area of Leader Means Efficacy being the 
lowest at 64.5 across the study and 10.5 points less than the overall average, the survey 
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results support the interview results.  Leader Means Efficacy encompasses confidence 
in an individual’s organization, peers, and leaders to support and to enable them within a 
leadership role.  There were a number of sub-themes in the area of being unsure of 
civilian leadership, including (a) perceived as unprepared for leading peers, (b) 
uncertainty of the “outside,” and (c) lack of a common standard in the civilian world.   
Perceived as unprepared for leading peers.  When asked about leading peers in 
the civilian sector, the survey and interviews indicated a potential lack of preparation.  
The average LEQ score for the peer relationship question was 67 out of 100.  
Additionally, interview participants indicated hesitation in this area.  One participant 
explained: 
I think I'm unprepared for it [leading peers].  Because the Air Force hasn't trained, 
it doesn't train us well to lead our peers.  I think a lot of it would depend on our 
environment.  So if it's a competitive environment I think I would probably 
actually do better because that's more military-esque.  If it's a we’re all 
department heads, but we will have to join together, and have strategic initiative 
everybody's grappling for a little piece and part. (B) 
 
Another participant explained that he was not worried about leading a team of followers; 
however, he was unsure of what challenges might arise with peers.  He stated: 
As far as my subordinates go, I think for me that will likely be the easiest 
transition because I pride myself on really trying to get know my people.  Really 
taking the team approach to operations of business.  While there'll be some 
different ways I'll have to approach people and learn to communicate in fairly 
different ways and my ideal team will likely be different.  I think that transition 
won't be so difficult because I very much value team first kind of mentality.  
Peers will be a little strange because I also value trust.  I think it will be 
interesting to see how easy it is to find or develop trust with people and develop 
loyalty.  Obviously, the people you work shoulder to shoulder with in a 
deployment location under a significant amount of stress, that's a different 
relationship than sitting in a cubicle answering phones, maybe.  From a peer 
perspective, that might pose some interesting challenges. (E)  
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Beyond the perceived challenges of leading peers in the civilian sector, a 
second subtheme in this area was a general uncertainty of the outside.  
Uncertainty of the “outside.”  A subtheme across the area of transition, 
regardless of gender, was the element of leadership on the outside being different and it 
being unknown of how it needs to be different.  Ranging from the type of leadership that 
would be needed to the challenge of identifying position, status, and or experience in a 
civilian setting, participants were uncertain about leadership.  One participant described 
the uncertainty with how different the military life is: 
The military in general without that is just a different way of life, a different 
culture, a different mindset, a different way to communicate but I think in all 
those tiers, there's going to be a feeling out and I don't know entirely what to 
expect. I love people.  I love talking to people and engaging people but, because 
of what I've been doing for the last two decades plus, I think there will be some 
difficulty initially getting used to that transition at all levels, whether it's 
subordinates, peers, or bosses. (E) 
 
Another element of the unknowns of transition is the inability to identify rank or position 
within a civilian setting.  Within civilian organizations, someone new to the organization 
may or may not be able to identify the status of others within the organization.  One 
participant suggested: 
In the armed services, you meet somebody, and you immediately know where 
they're at as far as rank-wise and what your position is and what their position is.  
It's not something in the civilian world, obviously, that you wear on your sleeve.  
A lot of the people you deal with, you don't know.  You don't know what their 
rank is or position is until three months later.  You have to craft or write in a 
different manner.  I would say, as a civilian, you should pay a lot of attention to 
how you say things and not get too lazy just because of your rank or position. (D) 
 
An additional potential challenge or perceived difference is the ability to give 
orders the military provides that may not be received well within a civilian setting.  One 
participant suggested: 
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First of all, I'm a technical mission-oriented type of person and not necessarily 
a people person, so those two things might hold me back.  In the Air Force, "You 
know what?  That's the way we operate.  If you don't like the way I give you 
orders or directions, tough.  Do it anyway."  That might not work that well in the 
civilian world. (H) 
 
Lack of a common standard.  A final subtheme under perceptions of the civilian 
world is the lack of a common language or common standard.  One interview participant 
explained his perspective of both the common core and the command standard the U.S. 
Air Force provides that may not be available within a civilian organization.    
I think one thing about the military and staying so long is I talk about the 
familiarity of a common core because there's also the same people.  The same 
people that knew me as a lieutenant, and I can still reach out to on the global, or I 
run into them on assignments.  It has been kind of unique but it's also fostered a 
long-term mentoring relationship.  The same people that I knew as a young 
captain, was congratulating me and looking for my name when I made squadron 
command list last month.  I think the mentoring piece is pretty powerful too. (G) 
 
The participant explained: 
I guess I'm not going to be used to a . . . Along the lines of I'm not going to be 
used to a diverse pool. We all have . . . We all look a certain way by Air Force 
standards, so going into a civilian world there's going to be males with long hair.  
There's going to be people with piercings.  It's going to be hard not to be 
judgmental based on that.  I'm going to say it goes back to that common core can 
be used against you once you leave that.  If the company didn't have strict 
smoking standards, different fitness standards, it's hard not to be judgmental of 
folks that don't have a common standard. (G) 
 
Summary.  The second finding that emerged from the survey and the interviews 
is that there is an unknown element of civilian leadership.  The lower scores in leader 
means efficacy combined with interview participants’ stories resulted in three subthemes: 
(a) perceived as unprepared for leading peers, (b) uncertainty of the “outside,” and (c) 
lack of a common standard in the civilian world.   
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Finding 3: Formal Development Does Not Build Confidence  
A third finding is that formal development is not perceived to build confidence in 
leading in the civilian sector.  As Table 5 depicted, when asked three direct questions 
about confidence in the ability to lead, the results indicated that 51% of participants 
“Somewhat Disagreed,” “Disagreed,” or “Strongly Disagreed” that formal U.S. Air Force 
courses built confidence in the ability to lead in the civilian sector.  An additional 26% 
were neutral when considering how formal courses affect confidence in leading in the 
civilian sector.   
As interview participant B explained: 
A very small percentage [of formal courses] prepared me for it [leading in the 
civilian sector].  I think there's some leadership application you can squeeze from 
any formal training type application, but that's a stretch.  The most helpful things 
were personality assessments, and strengths and weakness assessments.  Those I 
think are enduring, and I think that they should be an Air Force-mandated thing 
for every single person in the Air Force, or at least every single officer.  Because 
you need to know them. (B) 
 
Another participant suggested that leadership training, overall, is not an organizational 
focus of the U.S. Air Force.  When asked about perceptions of formal leader development 
within the U.S. Air Force, one respondent described: 
I think leadership training, leadership focus, just organizationally from the Air 
Force, I think is supremely weak.  I don't think those courses had any impact at all 
on my competency to lead.  I did some other things that were beneficial, but 
leading was not one of those things. (E) 
 
Finally, one research participant who completed the study critiqued each of the 
attended courses, suggesting that leadership was not a focus of the curriculum.  He 
suggested: 
ASBC really didn't cover a lot of leadership.  It was getting us all on the same 
page.  I think based on the fact that I went through naval ROTC, I'm probably the 
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only lieutenant that actually substantially benefited from ASBC.  I almost take 
this egotistical mentality of that probably this course was designed just for me but 
I'm grateful the Air Force spent millions of dollars over the course of 10 years for 
a failed experiment that benefited me.  Then SOS I think was a terrible 
experience.  We didn't really talk about leadership.  The instructor, one of his 
feedbacks to me was, "You did really well academically.  You're a pretty good 
leader.  You should probably just buy the ABUs because it tells me you haven't 
bought in."  I just want to wear to wear my BDUs.  It was one of those things like, 
"Dude.  You have such a misplaced priority." (I) 
 
However, the same participant suggested that while the experience of attending 
some courses did not build leadership or confidence, the idea of being selected to attend 
the course was an efficacy-building experience.  He explained, “I will say as far as being 
able to go to a different or go to a civilian job, I think it's increased my confidence.  Part 
of it is just by virtue of being selected” (I).  
In summary, when considering the survey and interview results in parallel, the 
third finding was that formal U.S. Air Force courses are not perceived as raising 
confidence of U.S. Air Force officers’ ability to lead in the civilian sector.   
Finding Four: Informal Development Opportunities Highly Valued  
The fourth finding is that while formal professional military courses are not 
perceived as building confidence in leadership skills, informal development opportunities 
while serving are highly valued.  Both the survey data and the interviews indicated that 
study participants valued their informal leadership experiences.  As the summary in Table 
5 showed, 134 of 156 participants, or 87%, “Somewhat Agreed” to “Strongly Agreed” to 
the question “Informal U.S. Air Force experiences built my confidence in my ability to 
lead in the civilian sector.”  Four key areas were highlighted in the area of informal 
leadership development experiences: (a) learning from others, (b) learning from 
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challenge, (c) learning from failure, and (d) learning from experience.  The fourth area 
was substantial enough to be discussed more in depth as Finding 5.    
Learning from others–vicarious learning.   The first subtheme within informal 
leadership development is learning from others, or vicarious learning.  Learning 
leadership from others was one of the most valued experiences highlighted throughout 
the interview portion of the study.  Learning from others was framed from two 
perspectives: the positive role models and the negative role models.  However, those who 
told their stories of negative experiences all highlighted how valuable the negative 
experiences were for their leadership learning.   
Learn from others–positive examples.  One lesson highlighted by Participant E 
was learning to speak “truth to power.”  He explained: 
What really developed my leadership a couple times early on again were those 
folks who were willing to speak out and say what's on their mind.  I don't think 
that's really valued.  That kind of candor is not really valued. From a leadership 
perspective really speaking truth to power along the way that seed was planted 
very early.  Showing honest loyalty to other leaders.  When you're in leadership 
position, what that means is you're willing to speak up to take care of your people 
and do what's right by your people so you put their needs before yourself.  I saw 
that a couple times through very specific, senior non-commissioned officers early 
in my career.  They would essentially put their stripes on the line to do the right 
thing, time and again, to make sure their people were taken care of.  That struck 
me as a very young airman as, "That's the model that I want to do." 
 
Positive examples also came from enlisted experience.  One participant explained: 
I would say probably too many [mentors/experiences] to count and too many to 
spell out in a very short conversation.  Thinking back, as an enlisted guy I was an 
E-4 and there was a master sergeant E-7 who really took pride in going above and 
beyond to do everything that person could to A: take care and look out for his 
folks.  Also, taking the time to have a conversation and find out what's going on 
in their lives and try to develop them.  Multiple times, I would say that I am 
probably here and commissioned because multiples times he was my supervisor, 
both state side and overseas when I was flying.  Just seeing how he went about his 
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business and how steady he was and how consistent he was, that was very, very 
impactful. (E) 
 
Within the open-ended survey, one respondent stated, “Listening to superiors and 
subordinates in meetings on how they handle situations.  Day to day interaction and 
activity has helped me grow and learn.”  
Learn from others–negative examples.  Both the open-ended answers to the 
survey and interview participants indicated that leadership learn from behaviors they 
considered negative or “poor leadership in action.”  One participant explained some of 
her best leadership lessons were learning what not to do (A).  Another agreed, stating: 
I think some key elements early on was seeing more so poor leadership in action.  
What happened, obviously, when you see very poor examples of leadership you 
can scratch that off of your list of things to do.  I would say, in general, there have 
been lots of examples of poor leadership, relatively few examples of exceptional 
leadership, and good, solid, okay leadership in the middle. (E) 
 
This participant continued: 
I think there's a lot more disparity between what should be good leadership and 
what should not be.  What's been very informative, since I've mentioned, was 
early on seeing officers put there . . . I know this because I have conversations 
with them and I see it in action.  There I was, second lieutenant, first lieutenant, 
and watching captains literally step on people’s backs to try to get in front of the 
commander, try to get in front of the group commander.  Try to get their name out 
there.  Try to get themselves the award. Take sole credit for something that was a 
group activity.  Not give the credit out to the team or that individual he was 
working with.  That was very informative for essentially the reason I started off 
with.  These are things, as an officer, I do not want to do and I will not do and I 
won't tolerate from my subordinates. (E) 
 
A survey respondent echoed a similar sentiment: 
Having bad bosses is the best leadership development activity I've experienced.  
The AF only lets their mid-level 'leaders' manage, and they don't have any 
management training.  Because there is no actual leading, whatever leadership 
training we may have received is not of value because it is never practiced.  But, it 
probably wasn't very good anyway, that's why there are so many examples of 
poor leadership to draw experiences from. 
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Another aspect that impacted interview participants was the lack of someone who 
took the time to develop others.  One participant explained: 
The influences would be individuals that I've been around.  The individuals I've 
been around, I would characterize them as on the whole not very good at 
developing people.  I haven't had much in the way of people providing informal 
information or development on how to do better or do differently, behave, et 
cetera, get the job done, what have you, in a way that would be useful on the 
outside. (G)  
 
Learning from others occurred through networking, observation, and informal 
mentors, who provided both positive and negative examples.   
Learning from challenge.  Another subtheme within informal leader 
development experiences was that participants faced challenges.  Based on these 
challenges, participants indicated an increased confidence in leading outside of the U.S. 
Air Force.  One participant explained, “Being able to prioritize and take bites of things 
and make it happen is probably the biggest thing I learned from the Air Force” (D).  One 
participant explained that the challenges of bringing together diverse units and serving as 
the senior female officer developed her leadership and confidence.  She explained: 
Squadron command…It started with personnel and then at one point we brought 
in the sustainment services function, that was a big leadership challenge based on 
the fact that your personnel types are your much more in garrison that kind of 
help your community, then you're bringing in a much more forward-deployed 
type community in the sustainment services, "How do you kind of make these two 
groups understand each other and want to work together?" that kind of thing. (F) 
 
Another participant considered his view of leadership positions as being 
opportunities for officers to either “sink or swim,” without specific training, coaching, or 
preparation for the transition: 
My experiences and through, obviously, anecdotal experiences and discussions 
with peers and that sort of thing, often times I've found that leadership is more of 
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a sink or swim type area in the Air Force specifically.  What I mean by that is 
people go through their career, they reach a certain rank after a certain period of 
time and then simply because they've achieved a rank then they achieved more 
leadership responsibility.  For instance, I think officers are thrown into flight 
commander positions and then DO positions without ever going through any true 
training focused on big picture, this is how we approach leadership at this level, 
these are the things you need to do. (E) 
 
Another challenge mentioned was how to lead a team through the death of a team 
member and the challenge it presents.  One participant told a story of a recent challenge 
she faced with a peer: 
To get very, very personal right now, one of my peers in another unit just had a 
death in her unit, and she has to deal with it.  It was just this weekend.  One of my 
future meetings with my team is going to talk about how do you do this. How do 
you deal with this?  This is not part of a formal class.  How do you cope as the 
leader standing in front of everybody else when you've had a death in your unit?  
How do you as not the leader if you've had a death in your unit, how do you help 
your unit move forward?  I went with my peer, I went with her when she went to 
talk to her unit first thing this morning to talk about what's happened to her 
person.  I was in the position of seeing her standing there in front of her people.  
We don't get trained for that.  I'm looking around and seeing her people, and 
seeing how they're reacting and behaving.  I recognized some of the things that 
needed to be done, by her and for her by her people.  I called a couple of them 
aside later on to talk to them.  Specifically that meeting was all about grieving, 
and help for the families, help for individuals who are grieving. (G) 
 
The subtheme of learning from challenge was highlighted throughout the 
interviews, with many participants describing a variety of challenges they experienced 
that provided leadership learning.   
Learning from failure.  Another form of challenge that interview participants 
included as a leadership development and self-efficacy building experience was learning 
from failure and building resilience.  Interview A explained: 
Some of the positions I'm looking at for the civilian side, a lot of them seem out 
of reach for people, and they may even be a little bit of a stretch for me, but 
because of my previous experiences, the leadership experiences, I now know that 
I can push myself out of my comfort zone on my own, and that I can fill . . . do 
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their jobs . . . and even with the failures be successful, and learn from those 
failures, and step forward.   
 
Another participant described his story of being passed over for promotion and 
forced to leave active duty: 
I gained more confidence through that failure, realizing that it didn't break me.  It 
goes back to that resilience thing, that I can do anything.  I think it more kindled 
an entrepreneurial spirit that it has a leadership spirit.  There's so many great 
opportunities to lead. (I) 
 
The U.S. Air Force provides stressful and challenging opportunities for its 
officers to grow.  However, sometimes these opportunities can end in failure, which some 
research participants considered important opportunities in which to learn leadership 
lessons.   
Summary.  Finding 4 shows the value U.S. Air Force officers found in their 
informal leadership development opportunities.  Three of the four main opportunities 
discussed were: (a) learning from others, (b) learning from challenge, and (c) learning 
from failure.   
Finding Five: U.S. Air Force Provides Learning from Experience–Mastery 
Finding 5 expands on the fourth element of informal leadership learning 
highlighted by both survey and research participants—the U.S. Air force provides 
opportunities to learn from experience, or create mastery.  Learning from experience was 
a theme highlighted in both the survey instrument open-ended questions and the 
interviews.  The experience ranged from position experience, such as flight or squadron 
command, to deployments.  Finding 5 has three subthemes: positional experience, 
deployment experience, and enlisted experience.   
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Positional experience.  The first subtheme is positional experience as 
leadership building.  Throughout the interviews, examples of positional experience as 
developmental and confidence building were provided within participants’ stories.  Also, 
within the open-ended comments, 19 participants indicated flight command as a key 
leadership learning and confidence building experience.  Additionally, during the 
interviews, command at various levels continued to be a subtheme of learning from 
experience. 
One participant explained being placed in a position as a junior officer, having 
responsibility of over 200 other officers:   
I think the biggest theme is being thrust into situations that I didn't think I was 
prepared but had to get done anyway.  They're not comfortable, but ultimately 
they're what make you develop.  When I was a fairly new captain I was made 
flight commander at our school house.  I ended up having a super flight that at 
peak had the responsibilities for more than 200 new LTs.  Finding them casual 
jobs, making sure they stayed out of trouble or dealing with them when they did 
get in trouble, that was . . . Of course I had prepared . . . You think of a flight of 
maybe 10 people. (G) 
 
Another participant explained her experience moving through a number of positions.  She 
explained, “So one of my first bigger leadership challenges as the Squadron Commander. 
From there, Deputy Mission Support Group Commander, that was a challenge at that 
point because I was the senior female military on base” (F). 
Deployment experience.  A second subtheme within the area of learning from 
experience was deployment experience.  Open-ended survey comments and interview 
responses indicated how deployment experience built confidence with regard to their 
leadership skills.  
Watching the leadership in combat, leadership when lives are on the line and 
seeing how valuable and how vital integrity is, being cool under pressure.  I think 
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that's the sort of stuff that has shaped me both as a military officer and I know 
that I will carry that with me once I retire and I move into the business sector or 
wherever I go after my military career.  I'm talking about life rendering type 
experiences that shaped a lot of who I am now. (E) 
 
One interviewee explained her deployment and opportunity to work with 
members of another service as one of the most empowering experiences she had.  She 
told her story: 
The biggest lessons of leadership that I learned . . . were deployment, of how to 
step up as a leader.  I thought I was, prior to deployment, a very good manager.  I 
was given five airmen my first job, "These are your crew, you know you've got to 
make sure they do this and that.  You have to do this and that."  Over time, I did 
develop a certain rapport with them, that I think help them respect me as a leader, 
but actual stepping out of my comfort zone to embrace leadership challenges, that 
didn't happen till I deployed.  Honestly, that was with the Army.  I was the only 
leader for an officer in my entire division, and I was there as a subject matter 
expert.  I was actually very accustomed to being micro managed from my Air 
Force Captain, I was a 1st Lieutenant at the time.  I just developed a habit of 
trying to get off my boss’s calendar.  Toward the end of the day, every day, trying 
to update him on stuff, he said to me, "No, no, no.  You've already proven 
yourself to me.  This is your ship, you can guide it where you need it to go.  If you 
need top cover, I'm here, but other than that, I'll see you for Sunday updates."  
That was very empowering for me. (C) 
 
Another participant described an experience during the summer of his officer 
training.  He explained how he had experienced unique and different opportunities during 
deployment to Africa.  
We're in Africa during the summer.  There was about an inch to an inch and a half 
of soot on the entire super structure.  I had to clean that in the summer.  Also, I 
had to wear long sleeves because I'm on a steamship.  That's what you do for 
safety.  I'm in coveralls just doing that.  I don't know.  That was probably one of 
the most realistic and humbling things is realizing I got sprayed with raw sewage.  
I've had all these things happen just being an engineer on a ship.  I think airmen 
are like, "You're not afraid to get your hands dirty."  I'm like, "I actually miss it at 
times."  It's interesting to see, but I think having that happen to people in their 
formative years as in performing missioning would be one of the most beneficial 
things that you could do. (I) 
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Within the open-ended questions, one survey respondent explained his 
deployments as key leadership development experience: 
Several joint deployments which provided me an opportunity to lead/interact with 
officers and NCOs from various branches of the DoD, interagency partners (Dept. 
of State, Dept. of Treasury, NGOs, Department of Justice) and coalition military 
members.  I have had four deployments where I have worked in a "joint" 
environment, and I have learned an immense amount of information about other 
services, other organizations, and other countries/foreign militaries.  These four 
opportunities have provided a wealth of information and experience. 
 
Within the U.S. Air Force, deployments provide opportunities to learn from other 
services and other countries.  These types of experience were perceived as developmental 
from U.S. Air Force officers within this study.   
Enlisted experience.  A final subtheme emerged regarding enlisted experience.  
For those interviewed who had prior enlisted experience (four of nine individuals), each 
member highlighted the value of his or her enlisted experience in developing leadership 
skills and confidence.  Interview participant E explained: 
I think it started for me as an enlist Airman.  It was a very crawl before you walk 
type approach.  Part of that was more proficiency, like, "Am I technically 
proficient?"  If you're technically proficient, often times, then you were moved 
into leadership positions which, to me, didn't always make sense.  In that sense, 
what it did for me was I was technically proficient so I was getting a little bit 
more leadership.  What I mean by that is they were upgrade positions.  I started at 
the lowest level and I would show technical proficiency and I would move up the 
next level.  That would provide me a very small leadership role.  Once you 
showed proficiency at that level you were able to then take on larger roles.  I think 
that sort of built the foundation for my leadership experiences and has served me 
quite well as an officer. (E) 
 
Additionally, enlisted formal courses were highlighted as having a stronger 
impact on leader development and confidence in skills.  Participant H explained: 
I would have to say that the enlisted courses did a better job.  They did a better 
job of providing the skillset that I envision I'm going to have to use in the civilian 
world.  I'm a smart lady.  I can learn the policy and guidance, and law, and rules, 
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and procedures to get a job done, and I feel pretty capable of moving into 
almost any job that I'm interested in.  I'm not going to do something crazy like 
accounting that's well outside of my skill or my interest.  There's a lot of those 
things that I would take on, and that's what the officer side prepares me for.  The 
enlisted side, the ALS and just general enlisted little one-day, two-day courses 
that get offered around the base and I send my own people to them, they focus on, 
I'm going to use the Dale Carnegie again, I'm sorry, winning friends and 
influence.  How to communicate.  How to make people feel at ease.  How to make 
people want to be on your side, to help you get done what you need to get done. 
(H) 
 
While not all officers in this study or in the U.S. Air Force are prior enlisted, 
those who were considered their enlisted experience and development valuable in 
developing leadership skills and confidence. 
Summary.  Learning from experience, or seeking mastery, was the fourth finding 
of this study.  The U.S. Air Force provides officers with a variety of experiences that may 
be considered developmental.  Specifically, three types of experience were highlighted by 
participants: (a) positional, (b) deployment, and (c) enlisted.   
Finding Six:  Leader Development Activities Affect Leader Self-Efficacy 
The final theme that emerged was that leader development activities do appear to 
affect leader self-efficacy.  An analysis of the four key areas—formal mentoring, 
mentoring, 360-degree feedback, and self-assessments—indicated different levels of 
effects on LSE.  Using t-test comparisons, differences were significant for (a) informal 
mentoring (p = .02), (b) formal mentoring (p = .02), (c) 360-degree feedback (p = .03), 
and (d) self-assessment (p = .005).   
Formal mentoring–persuasion and feedback.   The survey results indicated a 
positive relationship with formal mentoring in many of the LSE areas.  Those 
respondents who had experienced formal mentoring demonstrated a higher LSE score in 
  
81 
18 of 22 questions, most significantly in the area of Leader Means Efficacy.  Of the 
seven questions addressing leader means efficacy, scores indicated a higher rating from 
4.2 to 17.7 higher.  Figures 8 and 9 show the difference between those with and those 
without formal mentoring.   
 
 
Figure 8. LSE results with formal mentoring. 
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Figure 9. Results without formal mentoring. 
 
Informal mentoring–persuasion and feedback.  The survey results indicated a 
positive relationship between informal mentoring and leader self-efficacy during career 
transition.  One hundred fifty-five individuals indicated they had participated in an 
informal mentoring relationship, with 11 individuals indicating no informal mentoring.  
Utilizing a t-test comparison, the difference in scores between those who received 
informal mentoring was statistically significant (p = .02).  Additionally, 22 of 22 
questions indicated a higher score for those who received informal mentoring.  The 
difference in score ranged from 7.23 to 32.35, with an average increase in LSE score of 
15.3 for those who participated in informal mentoring relationships.  The leader 
development activity with the greatest impact on leader self-efficacy was informal 
mentoring.  
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As described in the theme “Learning from Others,” informal mentoring 
experiences were discussed by various participants.  As Figures 10 and 11 demonstrate, 
informal mentoring appears to have a positive impact on LSE.  While the sample size of 
those without informal mentoring is small, those who did not experience informal 
mentoring have a lower LSE score.   
 
 
Figure 10. LEQ results with informal mentoring. 
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Figure 11. LEQ results without informal mentoring. 
 
Additionally, within the interviews, eight of nine participants highlighted the role of 
informal mentors in his or her development.  
360-degree feedback.  The third area of leader development analyzed in relation 
to leader self-efficacy was the use of 360-degree feedback within the U.S. Air Force.  The 
difference in LEQ scores between those who had received 360-degree feedback and those 
who had not was statistically significant (p = .03).  Fifty-eight participants indicated they 
had experienced 360-degree feedback, while 93 participants indicated they had not 
received 360-degree feedback.  Twenty of 22 questions were rated more highly by those 
who received 360-degree feedback.  The differences were smaller than with formal and 
informal mentoring, ranging from 0.63 to 11.31.  
Self-Assessments.  The final area of leader development analyzed in relation to 
leader self-efficacy was the use of self-assessments within the U.S. Air Force for leader 
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development.  The difference in LEQ scores between those who had completed self-
assessments and those who had not was statistically significant (p = .03).  One hundred 
four participants indicated they had completed self-assessments within the U.S. Air 
Force, and 51 participants indicated they had not.  Twenty-two of 22 questions were rated 
more highly by those who had completed leadership-related self-assessments.  The 
differences ranged from 1.86 to 12.14 higher than those who had not completed leader 
self-assessments, indicating a potential positive relationship between completing self-
assessments and leader self-efficacy.  
Outliers 
Two outliers emerged during the coding and data analysis phases.  The first is 
related to years of service and leader self-efficacy scores.  The second is related to value 
of formal professional military education.   
Years of service.  Through analyzing the survey data with different criteria, an 
outlier was indicated.  While research and the study generally indicate a growth of 
confidence and self-efficacy with years of experience, there appeared to be a decrease 
between 9–12 and 13–16 years of service for 17 of 22 questions, with 22 of 22 questions 
indicating lower LSE for officers with years of service between 13 and 16 years (see 
Figure 12). 
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Figure 12. Years of service analysis of leader self-efficacy. 
 
Professional military education.  A second outlier was related to professional 
military education.  Despite the survey results that 51% did not believe formal 
professional military courses grew confidence and the interview respondents who agreed, 
the LSE survey indicated a statistical significance for those with higher levels of 
professional military education completed.   
Summary 
In summary, six findings emerged from the data analysis of this research study:  
(a) confidence looks different, (b) perceptions of leading in the civilian sector affect 
confidence, (c) formal courses are not considered significant in building confidence, (d) 
informal opportunities are highly valued, (e) learning from experience, and (f) leader 
development activities affect leader self-efficacy. 
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Results and Interpretations 
The final section of Chapter 4 is the results and interpretations from this mixed 
methods study, which sought to explore the perceptions of U.S. Air Force officers of 
leader development experiences and to examine how these methods may affect leader 
self-efficacy, focusing on career transitioning to the civilian sector.  The following five 
results that emerged from this study are discussed next:  
1. U.S. Air Force officers value informal leader development in the U.S. Air Force. 
2. U.S. Air Force officers do not believe formal development courses enhance 
confidence in leadership skills. 
3. U.S. Air Force officers’ LSE is affected by leader development activities. 
4. U.S. Air Force officers view transition confidence differently for leadership.  
5. Some U.S. Air Force officers are exposed to leader development opportunities 
that increase leader self-efficacy.   
Result One.  U.S. Air Force officers value informal leader development in the U.S. 
Air Force.  
 
As both the survey and interview data show, U.S. Air Force officers value the 
leader development experiences that occur while serving in the U.S. Air Force.  The 
survey results indicated the informal experiences are of greater value in building 
confidence than formal professional military education courses.  The results of this study 
support other research, which indicate that informal experience develops leaders and 
grows self-efficacy.  Learning from experience aligns with Bandura’s (1997) work that 
suggests mastery experiences are the most significant self-efficacy building opportunities.  
Specifically, the work of Machida and Schaubroek (2011) indicated leader self-efficacy is 
  
88 
developed through experience, challenge, and support.  McCauley, Kanaga, and 
Lafferty (2010) highlighted five areas of methods for leader development: developmental 
relationships, developmental assignments, feedback processes, formal programs, and self-
development.  This study indicated that many U.S. Air Force officers experience at least 
two of these methods (developmental assignments and formal programs) and many 
experience three or more.   
Result Two. U.S. Air Force officers do not believe formal development courses 
enhance confidence in leadership skills. 
 
Survey respondents and interview participants created triangulation in the result 
around the concept that formal professional military experiences do not build confidence 
in leading in the civilian sector.  However, professional military education was shown to 
have a statistical significance with leader self-efficacy scores (p = .03).  These results are 
similar to those in other studies that sought to understand the value of leader 
development.  Specifically, Loew and Wentworth (2013) found that 75% of organizations 
say their leader development programs are not very effective.    
Result Three.  U.S. Air Force officers’ LSE is affected by leader development 
activities. 
 
Four key leader development areas were directly considered: formal mentoring, 
informal mentoring, self-assessments, and 360-degree feedback.  All four of these 
development methods showed statistical significance in a positive relationship with 
leader self-efficacy of U.S. Air Force officers in or considering career transitions.  An 
analysis of each of these areas indicated a positive relationship between completing these 
activities and leader self-efficacy when considering career transition.  This result aligns 
with the research on mentoring and how it affects leader self-efficacy (Lester et al., 
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2009).  According to the study results, the activity that indicated the most positive 
relationship with leader self-efficacy is informal mentoring.  Additionally, the study 
results support Reynolds’s (2006) work, which indicated feedback also affects self-
efficacy.   
Result Four. U.S. Air Force officers view transition confidence differently for 
leadership. 
 
A fourth result of this study is that U.S. Air Force officers view transition 
differently.  The study explored a continuum of individuals in different stages of 
transition, the anticipated or experienced transition.  While the survey indicated a high 
level of confidence when asked directly about leading in the civilian sector, the interview 
participants gave mixed responses when considering individual perceptions of confidence 
in leading in the civilian sector.  
Result Five. Some U.S. Air Force officers are exposed to leader development 
opportunities that increase leader self-efficacy. 
 
Across the survey and interview responses, U.S. Air Force experiences described 
having been exposed to opportunities to build leader self-efficacy.  This study resulted in 
three types of experiences that have been highlighted as building efficacy: mastery 
experiences, vicarious learning, and persuasion and feedback from formal and informal 
mentoring.  These experiences align with the work of Bandura (1997), Samuels et al. 
(2010), and Machida and Schaubroek (2011).  Additionally, the results that indicate 
mentoring may support leader self-efficacy support Chopin et al.’s (2013) research.   
Summary 
This chapter discussed the findings of the study, including a detailed description 
of participants, discussion of the six themes, or findings, that emerged from an analysis of 
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the data.  The following six findings, with multiple subthemes, were discussed: (a) 
confidence looks different, (b) perceptions of leading in the civilian sector affect 
confidence, (c) formal courses are not considered significant in building confidence, (d) 
informal opportunities are highly valued, (e) learning from experience, and (f) leader 
development activities affect leader self-efficacy.  Chapter 4 also offered five results that 
emerged from this study: (a) U.S. Air Force officers value informal leader development 
in the U.S. Air Force, (b) U.S. Air Force officers do not believe formal development 
courses enhance confidence in leadership skills, (c) U.S. Air Force officers’ LSE is 
affected by leader development activities, (d) U.S. Air Force officers view transition 
confidence differently for leadership, and (e) some U.S. Air Force officers are exposed to 
leader development opportunities that increase leader self-efficacy.  The findings and 
results inform the conclusions and recommendations offered in the final chapter.   
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Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations 
Introduction 
The purpose of this mixed methods study was to explore the perceptions of U.S. 
Air Force officers of leader development experiences and to examine how these methods 
may affect leader self-efficacy, focusing on career transitioning to the civilian sector.  
This purpose was accomplished through a literature review, development of three 
research questions, conducting an online survey, interviewing participants, and 
conducting data analysis.  The quantitative portion of the study collected demographic 
data and leader self-efficacy data from U.S. Air Force officers, considering or in career 
transition.  The qualitative portion of the study comprised interviews conducted virtually 
or in-person, providing deeper, specific stories and a participant voice to the study.  Six 
findings emerged from the study: (a) confidence looks different, (b) perceptions of 
leading in the civilian sector affect confidence, (c) formal courses are not considered 
significant in building confidence, (d) informal opportunities are highly valued, (e) 
learning from experience, and (f) leader development activities affect leader self-efficacy.  
Results were interpreted from Chapter 2.  The results indicated that (a) U.S. Air Force 
officers value informal leader development in the U.S. Air Force, (b) U.S. Air Force 
officers do not believe formal development courses enhance confidence in leadership 
skills, (c) U.S. Air Force officers’ LSE is affected by leader development activities, (d) 
U.S. Air Force officers view transition confidence differently for leadership, and (e) some 
U.S. Air Force officers are exposed to leader development opportunities that increase 
leader self-efficacy.  The conclusions in the next section seek to answer the research 
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questions posed by the study from the data and analysis in Chapter 4.  Following the 
conclusions, the recommendations are discussed, and further research ideas are discussed 
last, followed by a summary of Chapter 5.   
Conclusions 
The first area for discussion within Chapter 5 is the conclusions of this study.  
Three key conclusions resulted in response to the three research questions posed.  First, 
U.S. Air Force officers’ leader self-efficacy in career transition varies.  Second, U.S. Air 
Force officers value their leader development experiences.  Finally, leader self-efficacy is 
affected by leader development activities.   
Question 1: Using the lens of leader self-efficacy, how confident do U.S. Air Force 
officers describe themselves as being to lead in the civilian job market? 
Answer: U.S. Air Force officers’ leader self-efficacy in career transition varies. 
Through the data analysis, leader and general self-efficacy both appear to vary, 
depending on different leadership experiences and other factors.  This study indicated 
that leader self-efficacy in career transition can vary, depending on a number of different 
aspects.  The study results indicated there may be a relationship between leader self-
efficacy and all four of the leader development activities explored in the study: formal 
mentoring, informal mentoring, 360-degree feedback, and self-assessments.  
Additionally, while education, commissioning source, and gender did not show a 
statistically significant relationship, gender was more pronounced in the qualitative 
portion of the study.  Finally, rank, years of service, and highest level of professional 
military education completed did all show statistical significance.  However, an outlier 
from the study was the mid-career officers (9-16 years), who demonstrated a lower leader 
self-efficacy score than officers with less experience.   
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Considering the question of how U.S. Air Force officers describe their 
confidence in leading in the civilian sector, the leader self-efficacy survey results and 
interview results indicated different perceptions.  While U.S. Air Force officers felt they 
had been given experiences to lead in the civilian sector, there was a feeling of 
uncertainty that many interview participants indicated.  The feeling of uncertainty was 
also demonstrated in the lower scores of leader means efficacy, possibly indicating lower 
confidence in future organizational cultures and supervisors.  Examples of uncertainty 
range from the lack of a common standard, to the inability to assess someone’s position 
or experience, to handling a population that looks more diverse.  Finally, there were 
questions about the type of leadership that would be needed in a civilian organization, 
often described as “softer” and more collaborative than the style used by the interview 
participants.    
Question 2: How do officers describe the value of the United States Air Force’s 
leadership development program(s) in preparing them for civilian leadership 
positions? 
Answer: U.S. Air Force officers value their leader development experiences while 
serving.  
 
The second conclusion is that overall, U.S. Air Force officers value their leader 
development experiences while serving.  While the study indicated that formal 
professional military education courses are not highly valued, the informal development 
experiences are valued across the ranks, genders, and years of experience.   
U.S. Air Force officers describe and attribute a high value to their experiences, 
development through positional experiences, and challenges, and they view these 
experiences as leader development opportunities in preparing them for civilian leadership 
positions.  Many of the interview participants described experiences and opportunities to 
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develop their leadership skills while serving in the U.S. Air Force, including 
deployments, failures, mentors–formal and informal, and specific positions.  
Additionally, 87% of survey participants believed that informal leader development 
opportunities developed their confidence in leading within the civilian sector.  Finally, 
many survey respondents in open-ended questions described experiences similar to 
interview participants that they considered to be leader development and confidence 
building.   
Question 3: How does an individual leader’s self-efficacy score relate with the leader 
development described while serving in the U.S. Air Force? 
Answer: Leader self-efficacy is affected by leader development activities. 
The final conclusion is that leader self-efficacy is affected by leader development 
activities.  This study indicated that leader self-efficacy is higher and there is statistical 
significance at varying levels for those who have informal mentoring, formal mentoring, 
complete self-assessments, and or 360-degree feedback.  Informal mentoring was 
highlighted with higher leader self-efficacy survey results and considered valuable by 
many of the interview participants.  Interview participants highlighted learning from 
informal mentors in a variety of ways.  While interview participants did not highlight 
formal mentoring programs as leader development, the survey results indicated those who 
have participated in a formal mentoring program have a higher leader self-efficacy.    
Summary 
This research study sought to answer three research questions exploring the value 
of leader development and leader self-efficacy of officers who are in or are considering a 
career transition.  The study resulted in three conclusions:  
1. U.S. Air Force officers’ leader self-efficacy in career transition varies. 
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2. U.S. Air Force officers value their leader development experiences while serving. 
3. Leader self-efficacy is affected by leader development activities. 
The final area for discussion is the recommendations from the study.   
Recommendations 
The results of study led to a number of recommendations, which are broken in to 
four main audiences: (a) U.S. Air Force officers, (b) U.S. Air Force educators, (c) U.S. 
Air Force supervisors, and (d) transition counselors.   
For U.S. Air Force Officers 
The first set of recommendations are for U.S. Air Force officers.  They might 
consider (a) seeking out informal mentors, (b) participating in formal mentoring 
programs, (c) utilizing self-assessments, (d) requesting 360-degree feedback, and (e) 
learning about potential future organizations, including organizational culture and future 
leaders within an organization.  With both the survey and interview participants 
indicating a higher confidence in leadership skills in the civilian sector with these 
different leader development experiences, U.S. Air Force officers may develop a higher 
leader self-efficacy if they seek these opportunities.  Additionally, by learning about 
potential future employers, U.S. Air Force officers might gain means efficacy, resulting 
in higher leader self-efficacy during the career transition and within the new organization. 
For U.S. Air Force Educators 
U.S. Air Force educators and others who have a role in leader development within 
the U.S. Air Force may also be able to utilize the data, analysis, and results of this study.  
Recommendations for this population include offering opportunities for formal 
mentoring, self-assessment, and 360-degree feedback within formal course curriculum or 
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through other formats (virtually or location-based programs).  By considering offering 
these types of opportunities within either the curriculum of a formal course or as a virtual 
offering outside of formal professional military education, U.S. Air Force officers may be 
provided additional opportunities for leader development.    
For U.S. Air Force Supervisors 
U.S. Air Force supervisors may also be informed by this study because the four 
main leader development activities that may increase leader self-efficacy can be executed 
at a smaller level than U.S. Air Force-wide.  They might consider either serving as a 
mentor, formal or informal, or connecting those within their teams to others who might 
serve as mentors.  Also, offering opportunities for broader feedback or encouraging other 
self-assessment could be methods of growing leader self-efficacy.  Additionally, if a U.S. 
Air Force supervisor has someone considering a career transition, encouraging them to 
research future organizations may increase leader self-efficacy, if that individual does 
decide to transition.   
For Transition Counselors 
Career transition counselors can also be informed by this study, specifically in the 
area of providing opportunities to strengthen leader means efficacy.  The lower scores of 
leader means efficacy indicate a lower confidence level in U.S. Air Force officers’ 
knowledge of future organizations, including peers, organizational culture, and leaders.  
By developing career transitioning officers’ skills in learning about potential new 
organizations, there is a possibility for increasing leader self-efficacy in this area.   
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Potential Future Research 
The final area for discussion is potential future research, exploring additional 
areas related to this research.  A number of potential areas were identified for future 
research.   
1. Further exploration of the relationship between gender and leader self-efficacy 
2. Examination of how specific leader development activities may affect leader self-
efficacy 
3. Exploration of leader self-efficacy during career transition in other professions  
4. Exploration for reasons of the decline of leader self-efficacy during 9–16 years of 
service 
5. Exploration of leader self-efficacy during job transitions within U.S. Air Force or 
other organizations 
6. Examination with a longitudinal study, examining leader self-efficacy through 
different stages of career transition  
This research resulted in a number of areas that might be considered for future 
research in the areas of leader self-efficacy, leader development, and career transition.  
Summary 
Leadership development is a high-priority item for many organizations, including 
the United States Air Force.  When considering career transition, leader self-efficacy may 
be an indicator of U.S. Air Force officers’ confidence to lead in civilian organizations.  
This study sought to explore leader development and how it may affect leader self-
efficacy within the context of career transition.  By exploring and examining a population 
of personnel within the military services, often considered models for leadership 
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development, this study provided additional information on the role of leader self-
efficacy of those who may use these experiences to lead organizations in the civilian 
sector.  Additionally, the study resulted in recommendations and areas for potential future 
research that can help the community to better understand not only leader self-efficacy 
but also U.S. Air Force leader development and the phenomenon of career transition.  
Finally, Chapter 5 provides conclusions to the three research questions posed for the 
study, recommendations for U.S. Air Force officers, U.S. Air Force educators, and career 
transition counselors, and potential areas for future research were suggested.   
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Appendix A: Demographic Survey Questions and Sample Questions from LEQ 
 
 
 
Leader Self-Efficacy in Career Transitioning Air Force Officers  
 
Gender: Male/Female/Other/Choose not to answer 
Commissioning Source: 
a. USAFA 
b. OTS 
c. ROTC 
d. Other 
How many years did you serve in the United States Air Force: 
a. 0 – 4 
b. 5 – 8 
c. 9 – 12 
d. 13-16 
e. 17-20 
f. Greater than 20 years 
What is the highest rank you achieved or currently wear? 
a. Lt (2Lt/1Lt) 
b. Captain 
c. Major 
d. Lt Colonel 
e. Colonel 
f. Above the rank of Colonel 
 
Select highest level of professional military education completed: 
a. Aerospace Basic Course 
b. Squadron Officer School (Or other service equivalent) – Distance learning 
c. Squadron Officer School (Or other service equivalent) – Residence 
d. Air Command and Staff College (or other service equivalent) – Distance 
learning  
e. Air Command and Staff College (or other service equivalent) – Residence  
f. Air War College (or other service equivalent) – Distance learning  
g. Air War College (or other service equivalent)  - Residence  
h. Other – Please list 
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Select the highest level of education achieved 
Bachelors degree 
Masters degree 
Doctoral degree 
Other advanced degree (e.g. JD) 
 
How would you describe your state of career transition? 
Not considering career transition at this time 
Considering career transition outside of the Air Force 
Considering career transition within the Air Force (e.g. to full-time Guard 
or Reserve) 
In transition (within 12 months pre-transition) 
In transition (within 12 months post-transition) 
Fully transitioned to civilian career 
While serving in the United States Air Force in a full-time capacity (active duty, active 
guard reserve, air reserve technician, or traditional reservist/guardsmen on activated 
orders), I participated in the following activities: 
 
Formal mentoring (Air Force) 
Formal mentoring (outside the Air Force) 
Informal mentoring (Air Force) 
Informal mentoring (outside the Air Force) 
Self-assessments related to leadership development (Air Force) 
Self-assessments related to leadership development (outside formal Air 
Force program) 
360 degree feedback (Air Force-sponsored) 
360 degree feedback (outside Air Force) 
 
The formal U.S. Air Force courses (ASBC/SOS/ACSC/AWC) built my confidence in my 
ability to lead in the civilian sector. 
Strongly disagree 
Disagree 
Somewhat disagree 
Neither agree or disagree 
Somewhat agree 
Agree 
Strongly agree 
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Informal U.S. Air Force experiences built my confidence in my ability to lead in the 
civilian sector. 
 Strongly disagree 
Disagree 
Somewhat disagree 
Neither agree or disagree 
Somewhat agree 
Agree 
Strongly agree 
When I consider leading in the civilian sector, I am confident I will be successful. 
Strongly disagree 
Disagree 
Somewhat disagree 
Neither agree or disagree 
Somewhat agree 
Agree 
Strongly agree 
 
Please describe other leadership development activities or opportunities you had or have 
had while serving in a full-time capacity in the United States Air Force. 
 
Please describe other leadership development activities or opportunities you had or have 
had outside of your service as an officer in the United States Air Force. 
 
Sample questions from Leader Efficacy Questionnaire 
When considering serving in a leadership capacity outside of the United States Air 
Force, please rate yourself in your ability to accomplish the following activities on a 
scale of 0 (not at all) to 100 (totally confident)  
 
Sample from Leader Efficacy Questionnaire: 
Directions: Think about yourself as a leader in your organization and for each item 
below, indicate your level of confidence. A score of 100 represents 100% confidence, 
whereas a score of 0 means no confidence at all. Write your score in the box to the right 
of each item.  
0       10         20         30         40        50        60         70         80         90       100  
Not at all     Moderately             Totally  
Confident     Confident              Confident 
 
As a Leader I can...  
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1. Energize my followers to achieve their best          
2. Develop agreements with followers to enhance their participation           
3. Coach followers to assume greater responsibilities for leadership 
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Appendix B: Permission to Utilize Leader Efficacy Questionnaire 
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Appendix C: Semi-Structured Interview Questions 
 
Leader Self-Efficacy in Career Transitioning Air Force Officers  
Name:        Date  
 
How many years did you serve/have you served in the United States Air Force: 
1.  
 
What is the highest rank you achieved or currently wear? 
 
How would you describe your state of career transition? 
 
 
Tell me a little bit about what you have done recently in the Air Force (and your recent 
civilian work, if applicable). 
While serving in the United States Air Force in a full-time capacity (active duty, active 
guard reserve, describe your leadership development experiences.   
 
 
Describe your perceptions of how the formal U.S. Air Force courses 
(ASBC/SOS/ACSC/AWC) affected your confidence to lead in the civilian sector. 
 
Describe your perceptions of how informal U.S. Air Force experiences affected your 
confidence to lead in the civilian sector. 
 
When you consider leading in the civilian sector, how would you describe your 
confidence level? 
 
When you think about your leadership confidence, describe your perceptions of future (or 
current, if in civilian role) relationships with: 
Followers 
 
Peers 
 
Supervisor/Leaders  
 
23. What additional information do you have to add about your leadership 
development or confidence in career transitioning? 
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Appendix D: Invitation to Participate in Research Study 
 
Subject: You are invited to a research survey – Can I do it? A Mixed Methods Study 
Exploring Leader Self-efficacy during Career Transitions of United States Air Force 
Officers  
  
Dear Colleagues:  
   
You are invited to participate in a research study titled “Can I do it? A Mixed Methods 
Study  
Exploring Leader Self-efficacy during Career Transitions of United States Air Force 
Officers”. This study is being conducted by doctoral student Sara Reed, supervised by Dr. 
Ed Bureau from the School of Education at Drexel University.   
  
The purpose of this mixed methods study is to explore the perceptions of U.S. Air Force 
officers of leader development experiences and to examine how these methods may affect 
leader self-efficacy, focusing on career transitioning to the civilian sector.  
  
In this study, you will be asked to complete an electronic survey. Your participation in 
this study is voluntary, and you are free to withdraw your participation from this study at 
any time. The survey should take only 15-20 minutes to complete.   
  
This survey has been approved by the Institutional Review Board of Drexel University. 
There are no risks associated with participating in this study. The survey collects no 
identifying information of any respondent. All of the response in the survey will be 
recorded anonymously.   
  
While you will not experience any direct benefits from participation, information 
collected in this study may benefit the profession of anesthesia in the future by better 
understanding how leader development experiences may affect leader self-efficacy of 
U.S. Air Force officers.   
   
If you have any questions regarding the survey or this research project in general, please 
contact Sara Reed or her advisor Dr. Ed Bureau at web28@drexel.edu .   If you have any 
questions concerning your rights as a research participant, please contact the IRB of 
Drexel University at HRPP@drexel.edu .  
  
By completing and submitting this survey, you are indicating your consent to participate 
in the study. Your participation is appreciated.   
  
If you are not in or considering transition, I invite you to pass along this survey to other 
U.S. Air Force officers who may qualify for the survey.    
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Sara Reed, Doctoral Candidate, Drexel University  
Supervising Professor,  Dr. Ed Bureau, School of Education, Drexel University  
  
 Please click on the survey link below and provide us with your feedback no later 
than December 15, 2015.   
  
Linked In/Facebook Message:  
  
Colleagues,  
  
I am conducting my doctoral research entitled, “Can I do it? A Mixed Methods Study 
Exploring Leader Self-efficacy during Career Transitions of United States Air Force 
Officers.”   If you are in transition or considering a career transition to the civilian sector, 
I invite you to complete the survey or if you know of others who may be in transition, 
please pass the link along to them.  
  
More information is available here: INSERT LINK   
  
Thank you for your support!  
  
Sara Reed, Doctoral Candidate, Drexel University   
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Appendix E: Consent to Participate 
 
INFORMATION SHEET FOR AIR FORCE OFFICERS IN OR CONSIDERING 
CAREER TRANSITION 
 
SURVEY FOR AIR FORCE OFFICERS IN OR CONSIDERING CAREER TRANSITION  
 
PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH: You will be participating in a research investigation titled 
" Can I do it? A Mixed Methods Study Exploring Leader Self-efficacy during Career 
Transitions of United States Air Force Officers” under the direction and supervision of Dr. 
Ed Bureau.  
 
WHAT YOU WILL DO IN THE RESEARCH: You will be asked 22 questions about your 
perspective on leadership.  Additional questions will be asked about your demographics and 
leader development experiences within the United States Air Force.   If you participate in the 
interview, you will be asked to provide amplifying data regarding your perceptions of your 
leader development experiences and confidence in career transitioning.   
 
TIME REQUIRED: The online survey will take approximately 15-20 minutes. If you choose 
to participate in an interview, the time commitment will be up to 45 minutes.   
 
BENEFITS & COMPENSATION: There are no direct benefits, however, you may find it 
rewarding to further understanding of leader development and leader self-efficacy of United 
States Air Force officers.  
 
CONFIDENTIALITY: Your responses will be kept anonymous. When research results are 
reported, responses will be aggregated (added together) and described in a summary.  
 
PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL: Your participation in this survey is completely 
voluntary, and you are free to discontinue participation in the investigation at any time.  
 
TO CONTACT THE RESEARCHER: If you have questions about the research, please 
contact: Sara Reed at sar338@drexel.edu. You may also contact the faculty member 
supervising this work: Dr. Ed Bureau at (web28@drexel.edu).  
 
You could also contact the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Drexel University, 
HRPP@drexel.edu. 
  
Please print a copy or save a copy of this form for your records.  
Dr. Bureau and his student will not make my results public by identifying me by name. Data 
collected will not include personal identifying information. 
 
